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yan‏ יקיר לי , . . ילד שעשועים 
My most precious son ... a delightful child‏ 
(Jeremiah 31:19).‏ 


The years go by, but the memory lingers 
of a precious soul that was plucked 

by its Maker at the age of five. 

Our tradition ordains that children begin 
their study of Scripture with Vayikra: 


“Let pure ones come and engage in the study of purity. 


It is fitting, therefore, that we commence the 
Order of Holiness in memory of a pure and holy soul. 


תנצב"ה 


Mr. and Mrs. Richard Hirsch 
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הסכמה 





mya 

הנני מברך בזה את ידידי הרב הנכבד VT‏ מאיר יעקב בן ידידי הרב הגאון ר' אהרן שליטי'א 
זלאטאוויץ ואת ידידי הרב הנכבד מהרי'יר נתן שערמאן שליטי'א שעמדו בראש nomi‏ חברת ארטסקרול, 
אשר הוציאו כבר הרבה חבורים חשובים בשפת אנגלית לזכות את הרבים, וגם הוציאו על משניות כרך 
אחד ועכשיו מוציאים לאור עוד כרך שני, ויש בו לקוטים מספרי רבותינו מפרשי משניות על כל משנה 
ומשנה, מלוקטים בטוב טעם ע''י תלמידי חכמים חשובים ומומחים לרבים, והוא לתועלת גדול להרבה 
אינשי ממדינה זו שלא התרגלו מילדותם במשניות, וגם יש הרבה שבעזהשייית התקרבו לתורה ויראת 
שמים כשכבר נתגדלו ורוצים ללמוד, שיוכלו ללמוד משניות בנקל בשפה המורגלת להם, שלכן הם ממזכי 
הרבים שזכותם גדול ואני מברכם שיצליחם news‏ בחבור זה ובעוד כרכים, 1 

וגם אני מברך בוה את ידידי הנכבד מאד TOY‏ ותומך גדול לתורה ולתעודה מוהרי'ר אלעזר גליק 
שליטי'א אשר עזר הרבה להדפסת משניות אלו לזכר נשמת בנו המנוח החשוב מאד מר אברהם יוסף Set‏ 
ונקרא הפירוש יד אברהם על שמו והוא זכות גדול לעילוי נשמתו בלמוד הרבים. יהי זכרו ברוך. ry.‏ 
באתי על החתום maya‏ אלול תשיימ. 


משה פיינשטיין 


Haskamah/ans0n | [ווצ]‎ 
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בשורת התרחבות עבודתם הגדולה של סגל חבורת ,,ארטסקרולי', המעתיקים ומפרשים, לתחומי 
התושבעייפ, לשים אלה המשפטים לפני הציבור כשלחן ערוך ומוכן לאכול לפני האדם [ל' vw‏ ולשימה 
בפיהם -- לפתוח אוצרות בשנות בצורת ולהשמיעם בכל לשון שהם שומעים -- מבשרת צבא רב לתורה 
ולימודה [ע' תהלים ס''ח יייב בתרגום יונתן], והיא מאותות ההתעוררות ללימוד התורה, וזאת התעודה 
על התנוצצות קיום ההבטחה ,,בי לא תשכח מפי זרעו''. אשרי הזוכים להיות Mow pa‏ ההשגחה לקיומה 
וביצועה. 


יה'יר כי תצליח מלאכת שמים בידם, ויזכו ללמוד וללמד ולשמור מסורת הקבלה כי בהרקת המים 
החיים מכלי אל כלי תשתמר חיותם, יעמוד טעמם בם וריחם לא נמר. [וע' משאחז'יל בכיימ ושמרתם זו 
משנה -- וע' ON‏ מרן ריייז הלוי NAY‏ בפ' ואתחנן] ותהי' משנתם שלמה וברורה, ישמחו בעבודתם חברים 
ותלמידים, ,,ישוטטו רבים ותרבה הדעת", עד יקויים ,,אז אהפוך אל העמים שפה ברורה וגו' '' [צפניי ג' 
טי, 7D Py‏ אבן עזרא ומצודת דוד שם]. 


ונזכה כולנו לראות בהתכנסות הגליות בזכות המשניות כל' חז'יל עפ'יי הכתוב ,,גם כי יתנו בגוים עתה 
אקבצם'', בגאולה השלמה בב''א. 


הכו''ח לכבוד התורה, יום ו' עש''ק לס' ,,ויוצא פרח ויצץ yy‏ ויגמול שקדים'", ד' תמוז התשלייט 


יוסף חיים שניאור קוטלר 
בלאאמוייר הגר''א זצוקייל 
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מכתב ברכה 





בע'"יה -- די בהעלותך -- לבני אי'י, תשל'יט -- פה קרית טלז, באהייק 
מע'יכ ידידי האהובים הרב ר' מאיר והרב ר' נתן, נר'יו, שלום וברכה נצח! 
אחדשה''ט manga‏ ויקר, 


לשמחה רבה היא לי להודע שהרחבתם גדול עבודתכם mind wpa‏ שבע''פ, בהוצאת המשנה 
בתרגום וביאור באנגלית, וראשית עבודתכם במסי מגילה, 


אני תקוה שתשימו לב שיצאו הדברים מתוקנים מנקודת ההלכה, וחזקה עליכם שתוציאו דבר נאה 
ומתוקן. 


בפנותכם לתורה שבע''פ יפתח אופק WIN‏ בתורת ה' לאלה שקשה עליהם ללמוד הדברים במקורּם, 
ואלה שכבר נתעשרו מעבודתכם במגילת אסתר יכנסו עתה לטרקלין חרש וישמשו להם הדברים דחף 
ללימוד המשנה, וגדול יהיי שכרכם. 


יהא ה' בעזרכם בהוספת טבעת חדשה באותה שלשלת זהב של הפצת תורת ה' להמוני עם לקרב לב 
ישראל לאבינו שבשמים בתורה ואמונה טהורה. 


אוהבכם מלוני'יח, 
מרדכי 


[א] | מכתב Approbation/nara‏ 
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בסייד Aa‏ למטמונים תשלייט 


כבוד רחימא דנפשאי, עושה ומעשה 
ר' אלעזר הכהן גליק נטריה רחמנא ופרקיה 


שמוע שמעתי שכבר תקעת כפיך לתמוך במפעל האדיר של חברת ארטסקרול -- הידוע בכל קצווי 
תבל ע''י עבודתה הכבירה בהפצת תורה -- לתרגם ולבאר ששה סדרי משנה באנגלית. כוונתך להנציח 
זכר בנך הנחמד אברהם יוסף ז''ל שנקטף באבו בזמן שעלה לארץ הקודש בתקופת התרוממות הנפש 
ושאיפה לקדושה, ולמטרה זו AND‏ הפירוש בשם ,,יד אברהם''; וגם האיר ה' רוחך לגרום עילוי לנשמתו 
הטהורה שעיי'ז יתרבה לימוד התורה שניתנה בשבעים לשון, על ידי כלי מפואר זה. 

מכיוון שהנני מכיר היטיב שני הצרדים, אוכל לומר לדבק טוב, והנני תקוה שיצליח המפעל הלזה לתת 
יד ושם וזכות לנשמת אברהם יוסף ז''יל. חזקה על חברת ארטסקרול שתוציא דבר נאה מתוקן ומתקבל 
מתחת ידה להגדיל תורה ולהאדירה. 

והנני מברך אותך שתמצא נוחם לנפשך, שהאבא זוכה לברא, ותשבע nm‏ -- אתה py‏ רעיתך תחיה — 
מכל צאצאיכם היקרים אביייר 


ידידך עז 
דוד קאהן 


[xiii] Approbation/n313 מכתב‎ 


מכתב ברכה 





a 
לכבור ידידי וידיד ישיבתנו, מהראשונים לכל דבר שבקדושה‎ 
wey הרבני הנדיב המפורסם ר' אליעזר הכהן גליק‎ 
אחרשי'יה באהבה,‎ 

בשורה טובה שמעתי שכב' מצא את המקום המתאים לעשות יד ושם להנציח זכרו של בנו אברהם יוסף ע'יה שנקטף 
בנעוריו. ,,ונתתי להם בביתי ובחומתי יד ושם'". אין לו להקבייה אלא ד' אמות של הלכה בלבד. א''כ זהו בית די לימוד 
תורה s’yaw‏ וזהו המקום לעשות יד ושם לנשמת בנו avy‏ 

נר ד' נשמת אדם אמר הקבייה נרי בידך ונרך בידי. נר מצוה ותורה אור, תורה זהו הנר של הקב''ה וכששומרים נר של 
הקב''ה שעל ידי הפירוש ,יד אברהם'' בשפה הלעוזית יתרבה ויתפשט לימוד ושקיעת התורה בבתי ישראל. די ישמור 
נשמת DIK‏ : 

בנו אברהם יוסף my‏ נתברך בהמדה שבו נכללות כל המדות, לב טוב והיה אהוב לחבריו. בלמדו בישיבתנו היה לו 
הרצון לעלות במעלות התורה וכשעלה לארצנו הקדושה היתה מבוקשו להמשיך בלמודיו. ביקוש זה ימצא מלואו על ידי 
הרבים המבקשים דרך ד', שהפירוש ,יד אברהם'' יהא מפתח ond‏ לים התלמוד. 

התורה נקראת ,,אש דת'' ונמשלה לאש ויש לה הכח לפעפע ברזל לפצוץ כוחות האדם, הניצוץ שהאיר בך רבנו הרב 
שרגא פייוועל מנדלויץ זצ'יל שמרת poy‏ ועשה חיל. עכשיו אתה מסייע להאיר נצוצות בנשמות בני ישראל שיעשה on‏ 
ויהא לאור גדול. 

תקותי עזה שכל התלמידי חכמים שנדבה רוחם להוציא לפועל מלאכה ענקית זו לפרש המשניות כולה, יצא עבודתם 
ברוח פאר והדר ויכוונו לאמיתה של תורה ויתקדש ויתרבה שם שמים על ידי מלאכה ar‏ 

יתברך כב' ובייב לראות ולרוות נחת רוח מצאצאיו. 

man‏ לכבוד התורה ותומכיה עש''ק במדבר תשלייט אלי' שווי 


Approbation/n373 מכתב‎ [xii] 


and the acknowledged poskim. Even when our commentary cites the Shulchan 
Aruch, the intention is to sharpen the reader's understanding of the Mishnah, 
but not to be a basis for actual practice. In short, this work is meant as a first 
step in the study of our recorded Oral Law — no more. 

Second, as we have stressed in our other books, the ArtScroll commentary is 
not meant as a substitute for the study of the sources. While this commentary, 
like others in the various series, will be immensely useful even to accomplished 
scholars and will often bring to light ideas and sources they may have 
overlooked, we strongly urge those who can, to study the classic seforim in the 
original. It has been said that every droplet of ink coming from Rashi’s pen is 
worthy of seven days’ contemplation. Despite the exceptional caliber of our 
authors, none of us pretends to replace the study of the greatest minds in 
Jewish history. 

We are particularly proud that this volume was written by RABBI HERSH 
GOLDWURM, whose work on many other ArtScroll books has stamped him as 
a remarkable Torah scholar. His manuscript was edited by RABBI YEHEZKEL 
DANZIGER, editor-in-chief of the Mishnah Series, whose work is well known 
from earlier volumes. It was felt that the first volume in Kodashim, as the 
introduction to the entire Seder, must be an exceptional work. Rabbis 
Goldwurm and Danziger have fulfilled that expectation. MICHAEL HOREN’s 
beautiful drawings add an extra dimension to this work. 

We are also grateful to the staff of Mesorah Publications: REB SHEAH 
BRANDER, who remains the leader in bringing beauty of presentation to Torah 
literature; RABBI AVIE GOLD, YOSEF GESSER, RABBI SHIMON GOLDING, YOSEF 
TIMINSKY, MICHAEL ZIVITZ, AHARON HAREL, LEA FREIER, SHEILA TENNEN- 
BAUM, MRS. ESTHER FEIERSTEIN, MRS. MENUCHA SILVER, ZISSI GLATZER, MRS. 
FAIGIE WEINBAUM, MRS. JUDI DICK, SARA ADLER, and MRS. ESTIE DICKER. 

Finally, our gratitude goes to RABBI DAVID FEINSTEIN שליט"א‎ and RABBI 
DAVID COHEN ,שליטייא‎ whose concern, interest, and guidance throughout the 
history of the ArtScroll Series have been essential to its success. 


Rabbi Nosson Scherman / Rabbi Meir Zlotowitz 


July 15, 1988‏ / ר"ח מנחם אב תשמ"ח 
Brooklyn, New York‏ 
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Preface 


Syaw אֶלָא עַל-תּורָה‎ Ox Ww? DY הקבייה בָּרִית‎ NID ר' יוּחָנֶן: לא‎ WK 
". . . בְּרִית‎ NN NID TPIT ODT פה שָנְאמָר: ,,בִּי עַלפי‎ 


R’ Yochanan said: The Holy One, Blessed is He, sealed a 
covenant with Israel only because of the Oral Torah, as it is 
said [Exodus 34:27]: For according to these words have I 
sealed a covenant with you ...(Gittin 60b). 


Wit: gratitude to Hashem Yisborach we present the Jewish public with 

Zevachim, the first tractate in, and the introduction to, Seder Kodashim. 
The ArtScroll Mishnah Series is now half done, baruch Hashem, and work is 
proceeding on the remaining three Sedarim. All of this is thanks to the vision 
and commitment of MR. AND MRS. LOUIS GLICK. In their quiet, self-effacing 
way, they have been a major force for the propagation of Torah knowledge 
and the enhancement of Jewish life for a generation. The commentary to the 
mishnayos bears the name YAD AVRAHAM, in memory of their son AVRAHAM 
YOSEF GLICK n”y. An appreciation of the niftar will appear in Tractate 
Berachos. May this dissemination of the Mishnah in his memory be a source of 
merit for his soul. .תנצבייה‎ 

By dedicating the ArtScroll Mishnah Series, the Glicks have added a new 
dimension to their tradition of service. The many study groups in synagogues, 
schools and offices throughout the English-speaking world are the most 
eloquent testimony to the fact that thousands of people thirst for Torah 
learning presented in a challenging, comprehensive, and comprehensible 
manner. 

We are proud and grateful that such venerable luminaries as MARAN 
HAGAON HARAV YAAKOV KAMINETZKI זצייל‎ and להבלייח‎ MARAN HAGAON 
HARAV MORDECHAI GIFTER שליט"א‎ have declared that this series should be 
translated into Hebrew. Boruch Hashem, it has stimulated readers to echo the 
words of King David: yn jinn nix) גַּלְעִינִי וְאַבִּיטָה‎ Uncover my eyes that I 
may see wonders of Your Torah (Psalms 119:18). 

May we inject two words of caution: 

First, although the Mishnah, by definition, is a compendium of laws, the 
final halachah does not necessarily follow the Mishnah. The development of 
halachah proceeds through the Gemara, commentators, codifiers, responsa, 
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regardless of shechitah, and the rules governing the fetus of a slaughtered 
animal. Also discussed are the prohibition to slaughter a mother and child on 
the same day, the requirement to cover the blood of a slaughtered bird or 
non-domestic animal (such as a deer), the parts of a slaughtered animal that 
may not be eaten, the parts that are given to a Kohen, and the prohibition to 
mix milk and meat. 


4. Bechoros — The law requiring the firstborn of a cow, sheep or goat (if it is 
a male) to be given to a Kohen; the sanctity which attaches to it; how and under 
which conditions it may be redeemed due to a blemish; the related laws for the 
firstborn of a donkey; and the redemption of an Israelite firstborn. Included in 
this tractate are the laws for the animal tithe (maasar behamah). 


5. Arachin — The laws concerning consecration to the Temple treasury of 
land or houses and their redemption, arachim vows (vows to the treasury for 
the monetary worth of people) and related matters. 


6. Temurah — The laws regarding animals designated to be the substitutes of 
offerings, the rules for numerous sacrificial disqualifications not listed 
heretofore, and various distinctions between different types of offerings. 


7. Kereisos — Listings of the thirty-six kares-bearing transgressions for 
which one atones with a chatas; the laws regarding the offerings brought by 
a woman after childbirth; the laws of a variable chatas offering; the criteria by 
which one decides how many sins have been committed in one act, and when 
repetitions of the same transgression are atonable with one chatas; and the 
laws of the asham in case of doubt (on ow). 


8. Me’ilah — The laws of misappropriation of sacred property. The tractate 
delineates when one is liable for an asham for meilah together with a payment 
of the principal and a surcharge of a fifth, and when such use is merely 
prohibited but bears no penalty. 


9. Tamid — A step by step description of the daily avodah in the Temple. 


10. Middos — A detailed description of the Temple complex, giving the exact 
measurements of the Temple, Altar, and the areas contained in the Temple 
complex, and other matters relating to locations within the Temple. 


11. Kinim — The resolution of complications arising out of mixups of pairs of 
birds designated to be chatas and olah offerings. 

In addition to the tractates of Seder Kodashim, three tractates of Seder Moed 
(Pesachim, Shekalim, and Yoma) and one in Seder Nezikin (Horayos) deal 
extensively with matters pertaining to Kodashim. 


ש ₪ ש 


The Chofetz Chaim, of sainted memory, campaigned for a renewed interest 
in this almost forsaken Seder as a preparation for the coming of the Mashiach 
and the rebuilding of the Holy Temple. May we have at least a minuscule part 
of this holy work. We pray that in our days will be fulfilled. the 
two-thousand-year-old daily prayer of our people: Py? עִינִינוּ בְּשוּבְךּ‎ Ayn 
nn 73, Let our eyes see as You return to Zion with compassion and there shall 
we serve You in awe. 


[xvii] Preface 


>95 Seder Kodashim 


Seder Kodashim [the Order of the Holy Things] is the fifth of the six Orders 
of the Mishnah. It deals with the laws of sacrifices and consecrated things, and 
the Temple and its services. All of these were once part of the fabric of daily 
Jewish life, and the common Jew needed to be as familiar with most of these 
laws as he is today with the laws of the Jewish Festivals. Indeed, on the three 
Festivals of Pesach, Shavuos, and Succos, every male Jew was commanded to 
be present at the Temple and present his offerings to Hashem (Deut. 16:16,17). 
For well over a third of his history, the Jew brought his sacrifices before G-d, to 
atone for his sins and to elevate himself closer to Hashem. For thirty-nine years 
the Ohel Moed (Tent of Meeting) trekked through the wilderness with Israel; 
for fourteen years it stood in Gilgal while the Jewish People conquered the 
Land of Israel; for three hundred and sixty-nine years a Sanctuary stood at 
Shiloh; when this was destroyed, the place of public sacrifice moved first to the 
city of Nov and then to Giveon (a total of fifty-seven years). Finally, four 
hundred and eighty years after the Exodus from Egypt, the Beis HaMikdash 
[Holy Temple] was built in Jerusalem by King Solomon, where it stood for four 
hundred and ten years. Seventy years after its destruction by the Babylonians, 
a new Temple arose on the site of the previous one. The Second Temple stood 
for four hundred and twenty years until it too was destroyed, this time by the 
Romans. So it has remained until such time as Hashem, in His kindness, will 
restore the Temple to Jerusalem, so that we may once again offer our sacrifices 
before Hashem. May we merit to see that day soon. 

One of the distinctive features of Seder Kodashim is that, in comparison to 
the other Sedarim of the Mishnah, the laws contained in it are predominantly 
based on verses in the Torah, whether by explicit statement, nuances implicit in 
the Torah text, Biblical exegesis, or by the thirteen methods by which the Sages 
expounded the Torah (as listed in the baraisa of R’ Yishmael which prefaces 
the Sifra, and is recited daily before Pesukei D’ Zimra). Much of the Book of 
Leviticus deals with sacrifices as do significant parts of the other Books of the 
Chumash. 

The following is an overall outline of Seder Kodashim — a brief description 
of the eleven tractates that make up this Seder. 


1. Zevachim — The laws of animal and bird sacrifices, their proper procedures 
for offering and their disqualifications. Also discussed are the rules for their 
consumption and disposal, as well as the prohibition of offering outside the 
Temple Courtyard. 


2. Menachos — The laws for preparing and offering the various types of 
minchah (flour) offerings, the oil which accompanies them, and the nesachim 
(wine libations) and the disqualification which affect them. Briefly included in 
this tractate (but more extensively dealt with in the Gemara) are the laws of 
tzitzis and tefillin. 


3. Chullin — The laws of shechitah for non-sacred animals, such as the type 
of knife that may be used, the procedures that invalidate a shechitah and 
render the animal unkosher, the bodily defects that render an animal forbidden 
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Olah (Leviticus 1:1-17) 


(1] He called to Moshe, and HasHEM spoke to him from the Tent of Meeting, 
saying: ]2[ Speak to the Children of Israel and say to them: When a man among 
you offers an offering to HASHEM, if from the animals, you shall offer your offering 
from the herd or from the flock. [3] If his offering is an olah offering from the herd, 
he shall offer an unblemished male; he shall bring it to the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting free-willingly, before HASHEM. [4] He shall lean his hands upon the head 
of the olah offering; and it shall be accepted for him, to atone for him. [5] He shall 
slaughter the young bull before HasHeM; and the sons of Aaron, the Kohanim, 
shall bring the blood and throw the blood upon the Altar all around, which is at 
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. [6] He shall flay the olah offering and cut it 
into its pieces. [7] The sons of Aaron the Kohen shall place fire upon the Altar; and 
arrange wood upon the fire. [8] The sons of Aaron, the Kohanim, shall arrange the 
pieces, the head and the fat, on the wood that is on the fire, that is on the Altar. [9] 
He shall wash its innards and its feet with water; then the Kohen shall burn it all 
upon the Altar — it is an olah offering, a fire-offering, a pleasing aroma to 
HASHEM. [10] And if his offering is from the flock, from the sheep or the goats, for 
an olah offering; he shall offer an unblemished male. [11] He shall slaughter it by 
the side of the Altar, to the north, before HASHEM; and the sons of Aaron, the 
Kohanim, shall throw its blood upon the Altar all around. [12] They shall cut it 
into its pieces, and its head and fats; and the Kohen shall arrange them on the 
wood that is on the fire, that is on the Altar. [13] And the innards and the feet he 
shall wash in water; and the Kohen shall offer it all and burn it upon the Altar — 
it is an olah offering, a fire-offering, a pleasing aroma to HASHEM. [14] If his 
offering to HASHEM is an olah offering of birds, he shall offer from the turtledoves 
or the young pigeons as his offering. [15] And the Kohen shall bring it near to the 
Altar, perform melikah on its head, and burn it upon the Altar; and its blood shall 
be drained upon the wall of the Altar. [16] He shall remove its crop with its 
feathers; then he shall throw it near the Altar toward the east, to the place of the 
ashes. [17] He shall rend it with its wings without separating, then the Kohen shall 
burn it on the Altar, upon the wood that is upon the fire — it is an olah offering, 
a fire-offering, a pleasing aroma to HASHEM. 


Minchah (Leviticus 2:1-3 ...) 


[1] When a person offers a minchah-offering to HASHEM, his offering shall be of 
fine flour; he shall pour oil upon it and place frankincense upon it. [2] He shall 
bring it to the sons of Aaron, the Kohanim, one of whom shall remove a kometz 
portion from it, from its fine flour and from its oil, besides all its frankincense; the 
Kohen shall then burn its memorial portion upon the Altar — it is a fire-offering, 
a pleasing aroma to HASHEM. [3] The remnant of the minchah-offering is for Aaron 
and his sons; it is most holy, from the fire-offerings of HASHEM... 


Shelamim (Leviticus 3:1-6 ...) 


[1] If his offering is a shelamim sacrifice, if he offers it from the herd — whether 
a male or a female — he shall offer it unblemished before HASHEM. [2] He shall lean 
his hand on the head of his offering and slaughter it at the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting; the sons of Aaron, the Kohanim, shall throw the blood on the Altar all 
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around. [3] He shall offer from the shelamim sacrifice as a fire-offering to 
HASHEM: the fat that covers the innards, and all the fat that is upon the innards; 
[4] and both kidneys with the fat that is upon them, that is upon the flanks; and 
he shall remove the diaphragm with the liver and the kidneys. [5] The sons of 
Aaron shall burn it upon the Altar, upon the olah offering that is on the wood that 
is on the fire — a fire-offering, a pleasing aroma to HASHEM. [6] If his shelamim 
sacrifice to HASHEM is from the flock — whether a male or a female — he shall 
offer it unblemished ... 


Inner Chatas (Leviticus 4:1-12) 


[1] HASHEM spoke to Moshe, saying: [2] Speak to the Children of Israel, saying: If 
a person should sin inadvertently in any of the commandments of HASHEM which 
may not be done; and he will do any of them. [3] If the Anointed Kohen should sin, 
to the guilt of the nation; he shall offer for his sin that he has sinned a young bull, 
unblemished, to HASHEM for a chatas offering. [4] He shall bring the bull to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting before HASHEM; and he shall lean his hands upon 
the head of the bull, and slaughter the bull before HASHEM. [5] The Anointed 
Kohen shall take from the blood of the bull and bring it to the Tent of Meeting. [6] 
The Kohen shall dip his finger into the blood; and he shall sprinkle from the blood 
seven times before HASHEM, toward the curtain of the Holy. [7] The Kohen shall 
put some of the blood on the corners of the Altar for burning incense before 
HASHEM, which is in the Tent of Meeting; and all the [remaining] blood of the bull 
he shall pour to the base of the olah Altar, which is at the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting. [8] He shall separate all the fats of the chatas offering bull from it: the 
fat that covers the innards and all the fat which is upon the innards; [9] and both 
kidneys and the fat that is upon them, which is upon the flanks; and he shall 
remove the diaphragm with the liver, and the kidneys — [10] just as would be 
removed from the bull of the shelamim sacrifice; and the Kohen shall burn them 
upon the הגוס‎ Altar. [11] But the hide of the bull and all its meat with its head and 
with its feet, and its innards and its waste — [12] the entire bull — he shall remove 
outside the camp to a pure place, to the place where the ash is poured; and he 
shall burn it on wood in a fire; it sha!l be burned where the ash is poured. 


Personal Chatas [Outer Chatas] (Leviticus 4:27-32 ...) 


[27] If an individual from among the common people shall sin inadvertently, by 
violating one of the commandments of HASHEM that may not be done, and he 
becomes guilty. ]28[ If his sin that he has sinned becomes known to him, he shall 
bring as his offering a she-goat without blemish for his sin that he has sinned. [29] 
He shall lean his hands upon the head of the chatas offering; and he shall 
slaughter the chatas offering in the [same] place as the olah offering. [30] The 
Kohen shall take from its blood with his finger and place it on the horns of the olah 
Altar; and he shall pour all its [remaining] blood to the base of the Altar. [31] He 
shall remove all of its fat, as the fat was removed from upon the shelamim 
sacrifice, and the Kohen shall burn it upon the Altar as a pleasing aroma to 
HASHEM; the Kohen shall atone for him, and it shall be forgiven him. [32] If he 
should bring a sheep as his offering for a chatas; he shall bring a female without 
blemish... 
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Variable Chatas (Leviticus 5:1-10) 


(1) If a person should sin and hear the voice of adjuration and he is a witness, 
having either seen or known — if he will not tell, he will bear his iniquity. [2] Or 
if a person should touch anything that is tamei — whether the contaminating 
carcass of a beast, or the contaminating carcass of an animal, or the 
contaminating carcass of a sheretz — but it will escape his awareness, and he is 
tamei, and becomes guilty. [3] Or if he should touch a human tumah, in any 
manner by which he can become contaminated, but it will escape his awareness, 
and he then becomes aware, and he becomes guilty. [4] Or, if a person should 
swear, pronouncing with his lips to do bad or to do good — anything that a person 
should express in an oath — and it escapes him; and he then becomes aware, and 
he becomes guilty regarding any of these matters. [5] When one becomes guilty 
regarding one of these matters, he shall confess what he has transgressed. [6] And 
he shall bring his asham offering to HASHEM for the sin which he has sinned, a 
female of the flock, a sheep or a goat, for a chatas offering; and the Kohen shall 
atone for him for his sin. [7] But if he cannot afford a sheep, then he shall bring, as 
his asham offering for having sinned, two turtledoves or two young pigeons to 
HASHEM, one for a chatas offering and one for an olah offering. [8] He shall bring 
them to the Kohen, and he shall offer the one designated for a chatas offering first; 
he shall perform melikah on its head, opposite the back of its skull, but he shall not 
separate. [9] He shall sprinkle from the blood of the chatas offering upon the wall 
of the Altar, and what remains of the blood shall drain to the base of the Altar; it 
is a chatas offering. ]10[ And he shall make the second one an olah offering as 
prescribed; and the Kohen shall atone for him for the sin that he has sinned, and 
it will be forgiven him. 


Asham (Leviticus 5:14-6) 


[14] HASHEM spoke to Moshe, saying: [15] If a person should misappropriate from 
HASHEM’s holy things, sinning inadvertently; he shall bring as his asham offering 
to HASHEM an unblemished ram from the flock, with a value of two silver shekels, 
according to the Sanctuary shekels, for an asham offering. [16] And for what he 
has taken from the holy things he shall make restitution, and add a fifth to it, and 
give it to the Kohen; the Kohen shall atone for him with the ram of the asham 
offering and it shall be forgiven him. 


(Leviticus 6:1-2) 


[1] HASHEM spoke to Moshe saying: [2]Command Aaron and his sons saying: This 
is the law of the olah offering: it, the olah offering, [shall be] upon the pyre upon 
the Altar all night until morning, and the fire of the Altar should be kept burning 
on it. 


Minchah (Leviticus 6:7-11) 


[7] This is the law of the minchah-offering: the sons of Aaron shall bring it near 
before HASHEM, to the front of the Altar. [8] He shall remove a kometz portion 
from it, from the fine flour of the minchah-offering and from its oil, and all the 
frankincense that is on the minchah-offering; and he shall burn it upon the Altar 
for a pleasing aroma — that is its memorial before HASHEM. [9] And what remains 
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of it Aaron and his sons shall eat; it shall be eaten as unleavened bread in a holy 
place, in the courtyard of the Tent of Meeting shall they eat it. [10] It may not be 
baked as leavened bread, I have presented it as their portion from My 
fire-offerings; it is most holy, like the chatas offering and the asham offering. [11] 
Every male of the children of Aaron may eat it, as an eternal portion for your 
generations from the fire-offerings of HASHEM; whatever touches them becomes 
sanctified. 


Chatas (Leviticus 6:17-23) 


[17] HASHEM spoke to Moshe saying: [18] Speak to Aaron and his sons saying, this 
is the law of the chatas offering; in the place where the olah offering is 
slaughtered shall the chatas offering be slaughtered: before HASHEM; it is most 
holy. [19] The Kohen who [is eligible to] accomplish the atonement may eat it; it 
shall be eaten in a holy place, in the Courtyard of the Tent of Meeting. [20] 
Whatever touches its meat will be sanctified; and if some of its blood should 
spatter upon a cloth, whatever has been spattered, you are to wash in a holy place. 
[21] And an earthenware vessel in which it was cooked must be broken; but if it 
was cooked in a copper vessel, it should be purged and rinsed in water. [22] Every 
male among the Kohanim may eat it; it is most holy. [23] And any chatas offering 
of which some of its blood will be brought to the Tent of Meeting to make 
atonement within the Holy — it may not be eaten; it must be burned in fire. 


Asham (Leviticus 7:1-8) 


[1] This is the law of the asham offering; it is most holy. [2] In the place in which 
they slaughter the olah offering, they shall slaughter the asham offering; and he 
shall throw its blood on the Altar all around. [3] And he shall offer all its fat; the 
tail and the fat that covers the innards; [4] and both kidneys and the fat that 
covers them that is upon the flanks; and he shall remove the diaphragm with the 
liver and the kidneys. [5] The Kohen shall burn them upon the Altar as a 
fire-offering to HASHEM; it is an asham offering. [6] Every male among the 
Kohanim may eat it; it must be eaten in a holy place, it is most holy. [7] As the 
chatas offering so the asham offering, they have the same law; it shall belong to 
the Kohen [who is eligible] to perform its atonement service. [8] And the Kohen 
who offers a person's olah offering, the hide of the olah offering that he offered 
shall belong to the Kohen, it shall be his. 


Nossar, Piggul (Leviticus 7:16-18) 


[16] And if the sacrifice of his offering is in payment of a vow or a donation, it is 
to be eaten on the day he offers his sacrifice; and on the next day, what is left over 
may be eaten. [17] But what is [still] left over from the meat of the sacrifice must 
be burned in the fire on the third day. [18] And if there should be [an intention to] 
eat from the meat of his shelamim offering on the third day, it is not acceptable, 
he who offers it, it shall not count for him, it will be an abomination; and the soul 
of the one who eats it will bear its sin. 
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from offering to offering. The different procedures are one of the chief 
distinguishing characteristics of the different categories of offerings. 


1. ,הַטָאת‎ chatas — sin-offering (pl. chataos) 


A chatas is generally an offering brought to atone for sin. 

Chataos are of two kinds — inner and outer. These terms refer to the places 
in the Temple in which their blood is applied. 

(a) 2728 חַטָאת‎ — inner chatas. 

The only type of offering that has its blood applied anywhere but on the 
outer Altar is the inner chatas. Tne blood of an inner chatas is applied to areas 
inside the Sanctuary [in the Holy of Holies and/or the Holy] and on the inner 
Altar [the Altar used for the daily incense offering]. The sacrificial parts 
(emurin) of these offerings, however, are burnt on the outer Altar, as are the 
sacrificial parts of all offerings. The rest of the offering — its meat, hide, etc. — 
is burned in a designated place outside of Jerusalem. 

outer chatas.‏ — חַטָאת חִיצוּנִי (ע) 

The blood of an outer chatas is applied to the four ‘horns’ (קָרְנות)‎ of the outer 
Altar [see drawing below]. Its sacrificial parts are burnt upon the outer Altar, 
and its meat is eaten by the Kohanim within the Courtyard (see mishnah 5:3). 

An outer chatas may be either a communal offering or a personal offering. 
The most common example of a personal chatas is the offering brought to atone 
by a person who has unintentionally transgressed a sin bearing the penalty of 
kares. 

The chatas can never be offered on a voluntary basis. If one who is not 
obligated to offer a chatas consecrates an animal to be a chatas, the consecration 
does not take effect (Rambam, Hil. Maaseh HaKorbanos 14:8). 


2. ,עולָה‎ olah — burnt-offering (pl. olos) 


The olah is not specifically an atonement offering; its distinctive feature is 
that it is totally burnt upon the outer Altar; no part of it is eaten. 

The olah is an outer offering. Its blood is thrown to the lower corners of the 
outer Altar, and the entire offering is burnt on that Altar (see mishnah 5:4). 

An olah is sometimes a required offering. However, it may also be brought as 
a voluntary offering. 


3. OWN, asham — guilt-offering (pl. ashamos) 


Like the chatas, the asham is generally offered to atone for specific sins. It 
cannot be brought voluntarily. Its blood is thrown to the lower corners of the 
outer Altar, the sacrificial parts are burnt upon the Altar, and its meat is eaten 
by the Kohanim. The asham is always a personal offering, never a communal 
one. 


4. nn Ww, shelamim — peace-offering 


Shelamim offerings are not offerings of atonement and are usually an 
individual's voluntary offering; there is, however, one instance of a communal 
shelamim offering [brought on the festival of Shavuos]. 

The blood of the shelamim is applied to the lower corners of the outer Altar 
and its sacrificial parts are burnt on it. In contrast to this point, the shelamim’s 
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General Introduction to Zevachim 
by Rabbis Hersh Goldwurm / Yehezkel Danziger 


Tractate Zevachim is the opening volume of Seder Kodashim, the Order 
which deals with the laws of sacrifices and the Temple service. This tractate is 
devoted to the laws of animal and bird offerings — the blood offerings — ie., 
the sacrifices whose blood has to be applied to the Altar to achieve acceptance. 

Although Zevachim deals primarily with the animal and bird offerings, 
virtually all other types of offerings are mentioned in passing as well. Similarly, 
most of the laws of Kodashim come into play in Zevachim at one point or 
another. As part of this introduction, therefore, an outline of all the offerings 
will be presented, together with the basic rules of sacrifice, eligibility, 
disqualification, and general rules relating to Seder Kodashim. 

Before beginning this outline, it is important to note two fundamental 
concepts relating to offerings which conflict with the generally held notions of 
sacrifices. The first is that for animal and bird offerings, the essential part of the 
offering procedure is the application of their blood to the Altar, not the burning 
of their meat or fats. The application of the blood is what atones, and it is the 
application of the blood which validates the offering. An offering may be 
considered valid even if none of its meat or fats is ever burnt on the Altar. The 
second is that for most offerings, only a small part of the fat and internal organs 
are presented for burning on the Altar [these are known as the emurin, sacrificial 
parts]; the remainder of the offering is eaten either by the Kohanim, or by the 
owners of the offerings and their guests. There are thus three fundamental 
components to an animal offering — its blood, its sacrificial parts, and the 
remainder of its meat. 


/ The Offerings 


Offerings can come from a variety of different sources: animal, bird, plant, 
and non-organic matter. However, only certain species or types of each category 
may be used, and even those that are fit are restricted to specific categories of 
offerings. 


A — Animal Offerings 


There are only three species of animals — oxen, sheep, and goats — which 
may used for offerings. From these, there are eight categories of offerings that 
may be brought. These are the chatas, olah, asham, shelamim, todah, bechor, 
maaser, and pesach. [Since these terms appear repeatedly throughout the 
tractate, and since their customary English translations are not common terms 
even to the English-speaking audience, the Hebrew terms have been preserved 
in their transliterated form. The English equivalents will be presented only in 
this introduction. A listing of the various instances in which each type of 
offering is brought will appear at the end of the introduction.] 

As noted above, there are three components to an animal offering — blood, 
sacrificial parts, and meat. The procedure for each of these components varies 
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2. ,חַטָאת הָעוף‎ bird chatas 


The bird chatas offering is brought only in fulfillment of an obligation. If one 
consecrated a bird chatas without a prior obligation, the consecration is not 
valid (Maaseh HaKorbanos 14:8). 

The blood of the bird chatas is applied to the lower part of the Altar. It is eaten 
by the Kohanim, with no part of it being burnt on the Altar. 


C — Plant Offerings 


There are three substances of plant origin that are used in offerings: flour in 
minchah-offerings, wine in libations (nesachim), and olive oil, mostly in 
minchah-offerings. 


1. ,מִנְחָה‎ minchah-offering (pl. menachos) 


Minchah-offerings are offerings consisting of flour — either raw, or prepared 
by baked or fried (see Lev. ch. 2). These will be more fully described in the 
General Introduction to Menachos. All minchah-offerings are in the category 
of most holy (Numbers 18:9). They may be communal or personal, obligatory 
or voluntary. They may be offered as independent offerings; but they are also 
required as an accompaniment to olah and shelamim offerings, in which case 
they are complemented by a wine libation; the two together are appropriately 
known as a 0°39) nny, libation minchah-offering (see Numbers 15:1-6; 
mishnah 4:3 with comm.). 

A minchah-offering consists of a minimum of one issaron (= 43.2 egg 
volumes) of flour; it is usually mixed with olive oil, and accompanied by a 
kometz (see below) of frankincense. All minchah- offerings consist of wheat 
flour, except for the omer minchah-offering (Lev. 23:9-14) and the minchah-of- 
fering of a sotah (Numbers 5:15,25-26). These minchah-offerings may be 
prepared in a variety of ways (see Lev. ch.2)."! 

[For a fuller discussion of the various aspects of the minchah-offering, see the 
General Introduction to Menachos.]} 


2. 09301, Libations 


All animal olah and shelamim offerings must be accompanied by a wine 
libation in addition to a minchah-offering, whether they are communal or 
personal offerings. The volume of the libation differs according to the type of 
animal used for the offering (see Numbers 15:1-16). 

There is a dispute whether one can also donate a wine libation or oil offering. 
This is discussed in mishnah 10:8; see commentary there. 





1. There are two more offerings are included in the category of minchah-offerings and its most 
holy status, but they differ radically from the conventional minchah-offering. These are the on? 
,הַפָּנִים‎ panim breads and the הַלְחֶם‎ "nw, two loaves. The panim breads are twelve loaves which 
are arranged every Shabbos on the nw, Table, in the Sanctuary (see Lev. 24:5-9). The two loaves 
are two leavened bread loaves brought on the Shavuos festival (see Lev. 23:16). No part of these 
minchah-offerings is offered upon the Altar. Rather, they are entirely eaten by the Kohanim. 
The loaves which accompanied the todah offering, and the nazir’s shelamim, are not 
menachos. They are in the category of less holy and may be eaten throughout Jerusalem. 
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meat belongs to the owners of the offering, not the Kohanim, and it may be 
eaten by them and their guests even if they are not Kohanim. It may also be 
eaten throughout Jerusalem for up to two days from the time of its slaughter (in 
contrast to most offerings, which may be eaten for only a day and a night). 
However, the breast and the right hind thigh are separated from the rest of the 
meat, to be given to the Kohanim. They are eaten exclusively by them and the 
members of their households. 


5. min, todah — thanksgiving offering 


The todah is brought to give thanks for deliverance from a dangerous 
situation, such as recovery from a severe sickness, safe return from a dangerous 
trip over a desert or sea, release from prison, et al. Its blood is thrown to the lower 
corners of the outer Altar, its sacrificial parts are burnt upon the Altar, and its 
meat may be eaten throughout Jerusalem by any person (for a day and a night). 
The breast and right hind thigh are given to the Kohanim. The todah offering 
is accompanied by an offering of loaves, some of which are given to the 
Kohanim; the rest belong to the owner and may be eaten by any person (see 
mishnah 5:6). 


6. 1133, bechor — firstborn-offering 


A bechor is the first offspring born of a cow, sheep, or goat, provided that it 
is a male. It acquires automatic sanctity at birth and must be given to a Kohen, 
who in turn brings it as an offering. Its blood is poured on the lower wall of the 
Altar, and its meat is eaten throughout Jerusalem by Kohanim and their 
households, for up to two days (mishnah 5:8). 


7. wy, maaser — tithe-offering 


Each year, a person must tithe all the newborn offspring of his herd and flock. 
Each tenth animal becomes consecrated as a maaser-offering. This offering 
belongs to the owner and is subject to the laws of shelamim (mishnah 5:8). 


8. NOD, pesach = 


The pesach-offering is a lamb or kid which is sacrificed on the fourteenth of 
Nissan and eaten that night together with the matzah and maror as part of the 
Seder. Each person is obliged to participate in a pesach-offering, and it may be 
eaten only by those who have previously ‘registered’ to eat it. It may be eaten 
throughout Jerusalem, but only until midnight (mishnah 5:8). 


B — Bird Offerings 


Only two varieties of birds may be offered upon the Altar — pigeons and 
turtledoves. There are only two types of bird offerings — chatas and olah. Both 
are in the most holy category. 


1. ,עולת הָעוף‎ bird olah 


The bird olah can be brought voluntarily or in fulfillment of certain 


obligations. 
The bird olah’s blood is applied to the upper half of the outer Altar. It is burnt 
in its entirety on the Altar (see mishnah 6:5). 
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his olah or shelamim offerings has accomplished nothing’ (Pesachim 89; see fn. 
to mishnah 8:2). | 

The only procedure in the offering which the owner must perform himself 
is semichah (see further section III-A). He is also responsible to see to it that the 
owner's portion of the meat [ie., the meat of the offerings of lesser holiness 
which belongs to the owner] is eaten (by himself or others) during the requisite 
time. The owner, of course, has the privilege to apportion the meat as he sees fit. 


B — Non-Kohanim 


Most of the service must be performed exclusively by Kohanim. However, 
the slaughter of an animal offering (but not of a bird offering), the flaying of 
the hide of all offerings, and the dismembering of the olah, may be done by a 
non-Kohen (see mishnah 3:1, Yoma 26b). [Similarly, the various procedures done 
with a minchah-offering prior to הַגָשָה‎ (bringing the offering to the Altar 
before kemitzah) may be done by a non-Kohen (see Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:7).] 


C — Kohanim 


Almost every avodah must be performed by a male Kohen. In order to be fit 
to perform the avodah, the Kohen must be free of any (significant) bodily 
blemish. A listing of these disqualifying blemishes may be found in Bechoros 
chs. 6-7, and Rambam, Hil. Bias HaMikdash chs. 7-8. 

There are also a number of circumstances which disqualify a Kohen from 
performing the avodah. These are listed in mishnah 2:1. A minor can also not 
perform the avodah (see Chullin 13a; Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:6). 


Ill. The Avodah [Sacrificial Service] 


Each category of offering has its own unique procedures. These procedures 
are known as the avodah (pl. avodos), sacrificial service, of the offering. 

All the prescribed avodos of an offering are necessary, and should be done. 
However, a recurring phenomenon of the laws of Kodashim is that not all 
procedures commanded by the Torah as part of the avodah are essential. An 
essential avodah is defined as a procedure whose omission or incomplete 
performance invalidates the offering — its performance is essential to the 
validation of the offering. A non-essential avodah is one which, though 
commanded by the Torah, is not critical to the validation of the offering — if 
it is omitted the offering is nonetheless valid. These will be defined separately 
for each category of offering. 


A — Animal Offerings 


The overall structure of the avodah for an animal offering is as follows: 
slaughter, application of the blood, burning its sacrificial parts (emurin) on the 
Altar, and eating its meat. [Two exceptions to this are the olah, which is entirely 
burnt on the Altar; and the inner chataos, whose meat is burned outside 
Jerusalem.] Personal offerings also have a preliminary avodah known as 
semichah. However, only the ‘blood avodos’ are essential. These are the set of 
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D — Non-organic Offerings 


The only non-organic material offered independently upon the Altar is the 
water libation. It follows the morning daily offering on each day of the Succos 
festival. See at length in Mishnah Succah 4:9, 5:4. 

6 salt was sprinkled on every substance burnt on the Altar (Lev. 
2:3). 


E — Categories of Holiness 


All of the above-mentioned offerings are divided by the Mishnah (chapter 5) 
into two classes: קַדָשִים‎ Wz, most holy offerings, and קלים‎ wy, offerings of 
lesser holiness. These classifications are relative ones (since both categories 
possess the sanctity of offerings) and are based on the relative stringency of the 
laws governing each class of offerings. 


1. קַדָשים‎ wp — most holy offerings 


This category is made up of the chatas, olah, asham and communal shelamim 
(categories 1-4). The most holy offerings are distinguished by the fact that their 
meat is either not eaten at all (as in the case of the inner chatas and olah) or it 
is eaten only by Kohanim (as in the case of the outer chatas and asham). 
Furthermore, even those that are eaten may be eaten only within the confines 
of the Temple Courtyard; if the meat is removed from the Courtyard it is 
disqualified. Another stringency that applies to this category is that these 
offerings must all be slaughtered in the northern part of the Courtyard (see 
comm. to mishnah 5:1). Additionally, they are all subject to the law of me’ilah 
(the penalty for personal use of sacred items; see below, section VII-A) even 
before their slaughter. 

Both bird-offerings, as well as the minchah-offerings and wine and water 
libations, are also classified as most holy offerings. 


2. yo ow? — offerings of lesser holiness 


This category consists of the personal shelamim and all the remaining 
offerings in the list presented above (categories 4-8). These offerings may be 
slaughtered anywhere in the Courtyard. Alll of these offerings are eaten even by 
non-Kohanim (except for the breast and thigh of the shelamim and todah); and 
they may be eaten throughout Jerusalem. They are not subject to the me’ilah 
penalty until their blood is thrown on the Altar, after which just their sacrificial 
parts are elevated to the status of most holy (see mishnah 10:3) and therefore 
become subject to me’ilah (Me‘ilah 1:4). 


II. The Participants 
A — Owner 
The owner of the offering is the person who has consecrated an animal to be 
an offering, or for whose benefit an offering has been consecrated by someone 
else. When the avodah (offering service) has been performed correctly, the 
offering is 7¥792, accepted on the owner's behalf — i.e., it atones for him. Once 
consecrated, the ownership of the offering cannot be changed — ‘one who sells 
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removed and placed on the Altar for burning. Burning the sacrificial parts upon 
the Altar is not essential, as explained earlier. However, the Kohanim may not 
eat their portion before the emurin have been burnt as long as they are still in 
existence (Pesachim 59b; see Mishneh LaMelech to Maaseh HaKorbanos 12:4). 

The sacrificial parts — the portion of the offering burned upon the Altar — 
are the same for all animal offerings except the olah. They consist of the (hard) 
fats around the body cavity, and the fats upon the stomachs, kidneys, and 
flanks; the kidneys themselves, the diaphragm, and part of the liver (Lev. 3:3-4); 
in a sheep the tail is also a sacrificial part (v.9). For an olah, the entire animal is 
dismembered, and burnt on the Altar. The internal organs are conveyed 
separately to the Altar in a sacred vessel (see Tamid 4:2-3). 


4. Eating 


The consumption of the offering by the Kohanim (wherever applicable) is 
also a facet of the atonement. The Sages teach (Pesachim 59b): ‘The Kohanim 
eat and the owners receive atonement’ (see comm. to 12:1). 

Before eating their portion, the Kohanim recite the following blessing: 7772 
]. .. [ְחַטָאת‎ 55x59 אַהַרן וְצִנָּנוּ‎ OW בְקדוּשָתו‎ WIP קָעוּלֶם אַשָר‎ Won ,אַתָּה ה' אֶלְהַינוּ‎ 


Blessed are You, HASHEM, our God, King of the universe, Who has sanctified us 
with the holiness of Aaron and commanded us to eat [the name of the offering 
is inserted] (see Mishneh LaMelech to Maaseh HaKorbanos 10:1, and Rambam, 
Hil. Bikkurim 1:2). 

The owners do not have a mitzvah, per se, to eat the meat of the offerings 
permitted them. Rather, their obligation extends only to making sure that the 
offering is eaten within the requisite time, and they may give it to other people 
to eat. There are two exceptions to this: The pesach and chagigah (a type of 
shelamim brought on festivals) offerings. There is an obligation upon every 
Jew to eat of these offerings; therefore, they too recite a blessing before 
performing this mitzvah (see Pesachim 10:9). 

The meat of most holy offerings which is eaten may be eaten only by male 
Kohanim within the Courtyard. The meat of the offerings of lesser holiness 
may be eaten even by non-Kohanim, as follows: The shelamim and todah 
offerings are separated into two parts: (a) The Kohanim receive the breast and 
right hind leg (Lev. 10:14-15). From the shelamim of a nazir the Kohanim also 
receive the right front leg (Numbers 6:19). The Kohanim’s portion may be 
eaten only by members of the Kohen’s household — his wife, children, and 
slaves. (b) The owner receives the rest of the meat, and it is permitted to anyone. 
Both the Kohanim’s and owners’ parts may be eaten throughout the city of 
Jerusalem (within its walls). The bechor-offering is eaten entirely by the 
Kohanim (and their households). The maaser-offering goes entirely to the 
owner, and the pesach goes to those who have registered themselves for this 
specific animal prior to its slaughter. No part of the latter two offerings is set 
aside for the Kohanim. 


B — Bird Offerings 


In contrast to animal offerings which are slaughtered with a knife using the 
procedure known as shechitah, bird offerings are killed through a procedure 
called melikah. This involves the Kohen piercing the back of the bird’s neck 
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avodos beginning with the slaughter of the animal and culminating with the 
application of its blood. Neither semichah, nor burning, nor eating, prevent the 


validation of the offering by their omission (Menachos 9:8; Gem 6a, 10b; see 
Pesachim 59b). 


1. Semichah 


m2°np, semichah, lit., leaning, is preparatory to the avodah proper. The 
owner of the offering places his hands on the animal’s head and leans down 
‘with all his strength, and recites his confession ,ְדוּי)‎ viduy). How does one 
confess? He says I have sinned... and have done such and such. I have repented 
before You and this is my atonement’ (Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 3:13,15( 
Rambam (loc. cit.) suggests that during semichah on a shelamim (which also 
includes the todah offering; see Maaseh HaKorbanos 1:6), one does not confess; 
rather he recites words of praise to God. Ideally, the offering should be 
slaughtered immediately after semichah (Menachos 9:8). 

Semichah is performed only for personal offerings, not communal ones. 
There is one exception to this: The chatas for communal error — in which three 
members of the Supreme Sanhedrin perform the semichah (Maaseh HaKor- 
banos 3:10)!! Semichah does not apply to bird offerings. 


2. Blood Avodah 


The essence of the offering process for an animal offering is its blood avodah. 
This consists of four procedures: ny°nw, slaughter; map, receiving the blood 
in a NW "99, sacred vessel; ,הולָכָה‎ conveying the blood to the Altar; and 72", 
throwing or applying the blood to the Altar. These avodos are essential. The 
remainder of the blood is poured upon the Altar’s base, but this is not essential 
(mishnah 5:2,3). 

A sacrificial animal is slaughtered the same way that a non-sacrificial animal 
is slaughtered — through shechitah; and all the rules that apply to the shechitah 
of ordinary animals (for meat) apply to the slaughter of offerings as well. Once 
the animal has been slaughtered, the blood spurting from its neck must be 
caught directly in a sacred vessel. This blood is then carried to the appropriate 
spot on the Altar and is thrown against the Altar’s wall (except in the case of 
the chatas). The blood must be thrown, not merely poured, onto the Altar wall, 
but post facto, the offering is valid even if the blood was poured (Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:2). Only the remainder is poured (on the Altar’s base). 

The blood of an outer chatas is applied by finger to the horns of the Altar, 
while the blood of an inner chatas is sprinkled in the Holy (or Holy of Holies), 
also by finger. These applications correspond to throwing the blood in other 
offerings. 

Although all four facets of the blood avodah are essential, it is the zerikah 
which effects acceptance of the offering and its atonement. 


3. Burning 


After the offering’s blood is applied, its emurin, sacrificial parts, are 


es ele 0 SS Se‏ ב שב 
There is actually a second exception — the he-goat which is sent to Azazel on Yom Kippur —‏ .1 
for which the Kohen Gadol performs semichah (Rambam ibid.). However, this is not an Altar‏ 


offering. 
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minchah-offering and the four blood avodos of animal offerings is as follows: 
The kemitzah corresponds to shechitah; placing the kometz in a sacred vessel 
corresponds to receiving the blood; conveying it to the Altar is equivalent to 
conveying the blood, and burning the kometz parallels the zerikah (Gem. 13b). 
Consequently, burning the kometz is an essential avodah for a minchah-offer- 
ing (in contrast to burning the sacrificial parts of an animal offering which is 
not essential; see Menachos 26b, Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 12:13). 

The procedure differs for two types of minchah-offerings — 8 Kohen’s 
minchah-offering, and a libation minchah-offering. No kometz is removed 
from these menachos; rather the entire minchah-offering is burned upon the 
Altar (see Lev. 6:16, and comm. to mishnah 4:3). 


IV. The Disqualifications 


Because of the great sanctity of the Temple service, a great number of 
situations and conditions have the capacity to disqualify an offering. 


A — Disqualifications of the Person 


There are a number of qualifications a person must possess in order to 
perform the avodah with validity. He must be an adult male Kohen free of 
body blemishes (see above), and circumcised. He may also not be tamei 
(contaminated with ritual impurity) in the slightest degree, or be an onein (a 
newly bereaved person, from the time of his relative’s death until the burial; see 
comm. to mishnah 12:1). He must first wash his hands and feet in the Temple 
Courtyard with water from the laver [713] and don the special priestly 
vestments (71373 7113). While he performs the avodah he must stand, and his 
feet must make contact with the Temple floor. (For almost all facets of the 
avodah, he may only use his right hand (see 2:1). These disqualifications do not 
apply to the slaughter of an animal offering; it may be performed even by 
disqualified persons (mishnah 3:1). [However, melikah for a bird and kemitzah 
for a minchah-offering are subject to these disqualifications.] A Kohen who has 
drunk wine, or who has excessively long hair, is also excluded (see Lev. 10:8-11, 
comm. to 2:1). 


B — mar ,אַסורִי‎ Animals not permitted as Offerings 


There are numerous disqualifications which prevent an animal from 
becoming an offering. The most common of these is a blemish. An animal 
which has a blemish, whether temporary or permanent, is disqualified from 
being an offering. In fact, it is forbidden even to consecrate it as an offering (see 
Lev. 22:20 with Rashi; Temurah 6b). However, after the blemish has healed (if 
it is a temporary one), the animal may be consecrated and offered. 

In addition, any animal which has been involved in a transgression is also 
disqualified. Thus, an animal which has killed a person, one which has been 
used in a perverse act וְנרְבָע]‎ yn], one which has been the object of idol 
worship, or set aside as an offering to an idol, are all disqualified. Also 
disqualified are an animal which was used in payment for a harlot [7911 janx], 
and one which was exchanged for a dog [a2 ra] (Deut. 19:23). Still other 
disqualifications are listed in mishnah 8:1. 
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with his right thumbnail, and cutting through the neck until he severs either 
the esophagus or windpipe [in the case of the bird chatas] or both [in the case 
of the olah] (mishnah 6:4-5). Thus, melikah-slaughter differs from the more 
common shechitah-slaughter in two ways — the cutting is done with the 
Kohen’s thumbnail rather than a knife; and the neck is cut from the back rather 
than the throat. 

A bird offering slaughtered through shechitah is not valid. (Similarly, 
melikah is not a valid form of slaughter for a bird that is not an offering, and 
if used for a non-sacrificial bird, it renders the meat unkosher.] 

In another departure from the avodah procedure for animals, a bird’s blood 
is not received in a sacred vessel but is applied directly from the incision in the 
neck to the Altar wall. [The blood of the olah offering is applied to the upper 
Altar by pressing the incision against the Altar wall, while the blood of the 
chatas is sprinkled upon the lower Altar wall (see 6:2, 4-5]. 

Like the animal olah, the bird is burnt in its entirety on the Altar. In contrast 
to the animal chatas, however, the bird chatas is entirely eaten; it has no 
sacrificial parts, and the Altar receives nothing but its blood (ibid). 


C — Minchah-offerings 
1. Preliminaries 


Generally speaking, the avodah of the minchah- offering begins by placing 
it in a sacred vessel to consecrate it. [This consecration follows, and is in 
addition to, the owner’s verbal consecration of the flour as a minchah-offering; 
verbal consecration is necessary for all offerings before they are brought to the 
Temple (see below, section V)]. This preliminary consecration in a sacred vessel 
is effective even if done by a non-Kohen, and if it was omitted the offering is 
not valid (Menachos 3:4, Rav and Rashi there). 

After placing the flour in the sacred vessel, (and mixing it with oil for most 
minchah-offerings) a kometz of 3129, frankincense, is placed on top of it. 
Following this, a Kohen takes the vessel and brings it near the southwest corner 
of the Altar. This procedure is known as Wai, bringing near. It is a Biblical 
command (Lev. 6:7), but it is not an essential avodah (see comm. to mishnah 
6:2). 


2. The Essential Avodah 


Minchah-offerings obviously do not have any blood avodah, but they too 
have a four-part procedure which corresponds to the four-part blood avodah of 
the animal offering. This procedure begins with kemitzah. The Kohen forms a 
scoop with the middle three fingers of his right hand by bending them over the 
palm. He then pushes this through the flour until he fills the cavity under his 
fingers. The flour scooped out in this process is called the ynp, kometz; the 
procedure of removing the kometz from the minchah is called קְמִיצָה‎ kemitzah. 

The Kohen takes the kometz and places it in another sacred vessel (to 
consecrate it); he also collects the frankincense from the flour and places it in 
the sacred vessel with the kometz. He then conveys the sacred vessel to the 
Altar, and places the kometz and frankincense on the fire to burn. 

Thus, the correspondence between the four essential avodos of the 
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D — Disqualifications of the Offering Parts 


The disqualifications discussed to this point are those which disqualify the 
offering as a whole, either because of the animal's ineligibility to serve as an 
offering, or because the offering was offered with improper intentions. It goes 
without saying that in these cases all the components of the sacrifice (blood, 
sacrificial parts, meat) are disqualified. 

Once the offering has been slaughtered, it is elevated to a higher level of 
sanctity. Prior to being slaughtered, its offering status consisted of its 
consecration, i.e., the verbal designation that it be an offering. From shechitah 
onward it is actually an offering. Its new status renders it susceptible to three 
additional disqualifications. These are: xyV, leaving its area; ,טְמְאָה‎ becoming 
contaminated with tumah; i134, being left past its time. 


1. X¥1, leaving its area 


Blood is disqualified by being taken out of the Temple Courtyard. The same 
is true of the emurin (sacrificial parts). Meat, too, is disqualified and may not be 
eaten if it leaves the area prescribed for it. However, different types of offerings 
have different assigned areas, for eating their meat so that the disqualification 
for leaving (as it relates to the meat) varies according to the type of offering. 
The permitted area for the meat of the most holy offerings is the Temple 
Courtyard; it is disqualified by being removed from that Courtyard. The area 
permitted for eating the meat of offerings of lesser holiness is the entire city of 
Jerusalem; their meat, therefore, is not disqualified unless it is taken out of the 
city. 


2. ,טְמְאָה‎ tumah 


If the blood, meat, or emurin become tamei, they are disqualified. Any level 
of tumah, no matter how weak, is sufficient to disqualify these substances. 
[Indeed there are special levels of tumah that apply only offerings (Chagigah 
3:2, see Pesachim 18b).] 


3. 735, past its time 


If blood, meat, or sacrificial parts are left beyond their prescribed time, they 
are disqualified. For blood this is the sundown following the slaughter, and for 
the sacrificial parts it is the next morning. The time for eating the meat varies 
according to the offering (see ch. 5); the meat of each type of offering is 
disqualified and prohibited for eating as soon as its time passes. An offering 
part left beyond its time is called 111, nossar, ie., leftover. | 

It should be pointed out, that the disqualification of the meat and sacrificial 
parts, or even of a part of the blood, does not negate the validity of the offering 
as a whole. As long as the blood has not been disqualified and has been 
properly applied, the offering has been validated, and only the affected 
component of the offering becomes invalidated. Thus, the owner has fulfilled 
his obligation and received atonement. If all the blood is disqualified, however, 
it has the effect of disqualifying the entire offering by default — since the 
blood has become disqualified, the avodah essential to validating the offering 
can never be satisfactorily completed. 
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C — Disqualifications due to Improper Intent 


Certain improper intentions disqualify an offering if they are expressed 
during any of the four essential avodos of an animal offering, or the two of a 
bird offering, or the corresponding four avodos of a minchah-offering. 

There are four disqualifying intentions. These are the intent for: 


1. maw) xbw, a different designation 


If the Kohen intends the offering to be for a designation other than its proper 
one, e.g. he intended a shelamim to be an olah — the offering is disqualified to 
the extent that the owner does not fulfill his obligation. The offering itself, 
however, remains a valid sacrifice; thus, its avodah is completed, its sacrificial 
parts are bunt on the Altar, and its meat is eaten. There are two exceptions — 
the chatas and pesach offerings. If these are intended for any designation but 
their own, they are completely invalidated. [This disqualification is discussed at 
length in chapter 1.] 


2. בְּעָלִים‎ ow xdw, a different owner 


If the Kohen intended the offering to be for someone other than its owner, 
the owner loses the fulfillment of his obligation but the sacrifice remains valid, 
as with the previous disqualification. Here too, the chataé and pesach offerings 
are exceptions in that they are totally invalidated (see comm. to mishnah 1:1). 


3. i319 yin, Beyond its time 


If the Kohen intends during the avodah to consume the offering beyond the 
time allowed for it, he disqualifies the offering completely. The avodah is 
discontinued, the sacrificial parts are not burnt on the Altar, and the meat is not 
eaten. Furthermore, the meat becomes forbidden under penalty of kares. This 
disqualification is known as ‘D1a8, piggul, literally an abomination. It is the 
subject of chapters 2-4. 


4. לָמְקוּמו‎ yin, Outside its place 


Similar to piggul is the disqualification for intending that the offering be 
consumed outside its assigned place. [This varies from offering to offering as 
delineated in chapter 5.] This intention completely invalidates the offering; 
however, there is no kares penalty attached to eating its meat as there is in the 
case of piggul. 

In regard to both these disqualifications, the term consume refers both to 
human and Altar consumption )1.6., burning on the Altar). Thus, the intention 
to eat the meat or burn the sacrificial parts, either beyond their time or outside 
their place, all invalidate. 

It should also be emphasized that these intentions disqualify even if they are 
never fulfilled; the mere intent to do these things during the avodah invalidates 
the offering. 

One who disqualifies an offering with an improper intent transgresses a 
negative command of the Torah. The phrase (Lev. 7:18): awn? x», lit. it shall not 
be credited [to him], which is stated in the context of one particular improper 
intent, is interpreted to mean, He shall not intend [an improper intent] (Gem. 
29b; Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:1). 
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specifying that he intends this type of sanctity, the object is immediately 
transferred to the ownership of the Temple treasury. The object may either be 
used for Temple purposes, sold by the administrator of the treasury (known as 
the 31a) with the proceeds going to the Temple treasury, or redeemed by the 
original owner. In the latter case a surcharge of one fifth is added. Most objects 
in this category are subject to the laws of me’ilah (unlawful appropriation; see 
below section VII-A). 


8 — ,קדוּשת דָּמִים‎ Monetary Sanctity 


A person may set aside orally money or objects for the purpose of buying an 
offering. The money or object assumes the sanctity of the offering for which it 
is designated, and anything subsequently bought with it automatically assumes 
that designation as well. If the object bought is fit to be offered, it automatically 
acquires ,קְדוּשַת הגוּף‎ physical sanctity (see below). 

Objects in this category are subject to the laws of me’ilah if the offering for 
which they are designated is subject to them; ie., if they are designated to 
purchase a most holy offering. Obviously, objects in this category can be 
redeemed. They are administered by the person who consecrated them. 


C — ,קדוּשת הגוף‎ Physical Sanctity 


An object which is fit to be offered and which has been consecrated by oral 
designation attains הכקְדוּשַת הַגוּף‎ physical sanctity. It is now designated to 
become an offering, and possesses the degree of sanctity necessary to progress 
to the next level of sanctity — to actually be an offering. Similarly, an object 
purchased with money possessing monetary sanctity automatically attains 
physical sanctity. 

An object at this level of sanctity cannot be redeemed or sold. The laws of 


D — הַמוּקְדָּשִין‎ 1105, Disqualified [Live] Offerings 


If an offering is permanently blemished after it was duly consecrated, it falls 
to a lower level of sanctity. It may now be redeemed and used for non-sacred 
purposes (Lev. 27:11 with Rashi). Nevertheless, it retains vestiges of its earlier 
sacred status. Even after redemption its use is limited to slaughtering it and 
eating its meat. One may not use it for work, shear its wool, or milk it (Temurah 
31a; see Rambam, Hil. Me’ilah 1:9). However, if one consecrates an already 
blemished animal, it attains only monetary sanctity, and after redemption it 
reverts to regular chullin status (Bechoros 2:2). 

The bechor and maaser offerings differ in some respects. They attain "9:05 
הַמִּקְרְשין‎ status even if the blemish preceded their sanctification, eg., if the 
bechor was born blemished (ibid.). Furthermore, they need not be redeemed but 
may be slaughtered and eaten as soon as they are blemished (Rambam, Bechoros 
1:3, 6:4) 

The right to redeem a live disqualified offering is limited to an animal 
disqualified by a permanent blemish. An an animal disqualified in some other 
manner [e.g., it was involved in a transgression; see section IV-B] may not be 
redeemed until it develops a blemish (Temurah 28b; Rambam, Isurei Mizbe’ach 
3:10). 
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E — Disqualifications of the Avodah 


Offerings may also be disqualified because their avodah has not been 
properly performed. Thus, an offering can be disqualified by not having its 
slaughter or blood reception performed in the right place, (e.g., a most holy 
offering being slaughtered or having its blood received in the area south of the 
Altar), or by its blood not being applied to the correct part of the Altar, or by 
a facet of its avodah being performed at night, or by disqualified persons. These 
disqualifications affect the entire offering. 


F — Levels of Disqualification 


An offering which has been disqualified may not be offered on the Altar — 
its blood may not be applied and its sacrificial parts may not be burnt. Even if 
the blood was thrown on the Altar, no atonement is attained; consequently, the 
sacrificial parts may not be brought to the Altar for burning, nor may its meat 
be eaten. 


>95 1779) עָלוּ לא‎ DX, non-removal from the Altar 


There are, however, a number of disqualifications whose invalidation is less 
than absolute and which, in spite of their. disqualification, are considered to 
possess a degree of validity. This slight validity finds expression in the following 
rule. If the sacrificial parts (emurin) of these disqualified offerings were for some 
reason placed upon the Altar, despite the prohibition to do so, they may not be 
removed from it but must be burnt on the Altar — 11972 עָלוּ לא‎ ox. Needless to 
say, even in such a circumstance the offering as a whole is not considered to 
have been accepted; the meat may still not be eaten, and the owner has still not 
fulfilled his obligation. 

Other disqualifications, however, are complete and necessitate the removal of 
their sacrificial parts from the Altar even if they were mistakenly placed upon 
it — 177 עָלוּ‎ OK. Animals ineligible to become offerings (sub-section B) are all 
of the class of completely disqualified offerings. Offerings disqualified during 
or after the avodah are generally in the category of less than complete 
disqualifications. Which are and which are not is the subject of a major dispute 
in mishnah 9:2. This rule is the topic of chapter 9. 


V. Levels of Sanctity 


The first step in the sanctification of any object for Temple or sacrificial use 
is ,קדוּשת הַפָּה‎ verbal sanctification; ie., the owner of the object declares the 
object to be consecrated. The type of sanctity it assumes depends on what he 
specifies in his declaration. 

The term wp, holy or sacred embraces a number of different levels and 
types of holiness. Each level or type requires an act of consecration to inaugurate 
it. The following is a list of the major categories. 


A - man pia ,קדושת‎ Consecrated to the Temple 


Literally, sanctified for the repair of the House. This refers to property owned 
by the Temple treasury. When a person consecrates any object by orally 
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ways analogous to the Altar [see section IV-F], as stated by the Gem. (87a). The 
exact definition of.this concept, however, is open to interpretation; see comm. to 
9:7. 


F — Most Holy Offerings / Less Holy Offerings 


See section I-E. 


VI. yin *yinw, Offering Outside the Temple 
A — The prohibition 


Implicit in the mitzvah to offer sacrifices in the Temple is a ban against 
performing the avodah with a duly consecrated offering outside the Temple. If 
one does offer sacrifices outside, he also transgresses a negative command which 
is punishable by kares (Lev. 17:4,7,9; see Gem. 106a,b). If the transgresssion was 
unintentional ,(בְּשוגְג)‎ he must atone with a chatas offering. Offering 
non-sacred animals or their parts outside the Temple is not included in this 
prohibition. Some disqualified offerings are also excluded. This subject is dealt 
with at length in chapter 13. 


B — nina, bamos 


During certain periods of history, the Torah permitted the use of private altars 
for making certain types of offerings outside the Sanctuaries of those eras. Such 
a private altar is called a m193, bamah (pl. bamos). When and by what rules these 
private altars functioned is discussed in chapter 14. Once the Beis HaMikdash 
(Holy Temple) was built by King Solomon in Jerusalem, the period of bamah 
permissibility came to an end forever (mishnah 14:8). 


VII. Additional Rules of Kodashim 
A— מְעִילָה‎ me’ilah — Misappropriation of Sacred Property 


It is forbidden to use consecrated property for personal benefit. If one 
misappropriates or uses a consecrated object for his personal benefit 
inadvertently, he must atone for his sin with an asham offering — the asham 
me ‘ilos (see mishnah 5:5). In addition, he must make restitution and add a fifth 
(see Lev. 5:14-16). The word the Torah uses to describe this transgression is 
myn [me’ilah], lit. betrayal (see Targum to Lev. 5:15); hence, any act subject to 
the attendant laws is termed ,מְעִילָה‎ me’ ilah. 

Almost all types of property consecrated to the Temple treasury are subject 
to this law. In the case of animals consecrated to be offerings, one is liable to the 
asham of me’ilah only for the misappropriation of that which has most holy 
status (see section I-E); misappropriation of less holy offerings for personal use, 
although against Biblical law, is not subject to the asham offering of me’ilah. 
The term the Torah uses in the context of me’ilah (Lev. 5:15) is ה'‎ "wp, the 
consecrated things of HASHEM, implying that only to things consecrated solely 
to Hashem does me’ilah apply. Offerings of lesser holiness do not meet this 
criterion. However, as explained in section I, the sacrificial parts of even 
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E — Sanctification During the Avodah 


At different stages of the avodah, the components of the offering receive 
additional sanctifications which enable the avodah to proceed. Commensurate 
with this, the additional sanctification exposes the offering to further 
disqualifications. 


1. Sanctification by slaughter 


Before an offering is slaughtered, it possesses just verbal sanctification. At this 
level the animal has the physical consecration (קדוּשת הַגוּף)‎ that designates it to 
become an offering but it is not yet an actual offering. The level at which it 
actually becomes an offering, subject to all the strictures inherent in this 
classification, is attained through the slaughter of the animal. At this point, the 
offering’s components become subject to the strictures of 739, being left beyond 
their prescribed time, the disqualification of tumah (if they are touched by 
anyone contaminated with the slightest trace of tumah), and the disqualifica- 
tion for being removed from their permitted area [יוצָא]‎ (Me’‘ilah 2:4-5). See 
section IV-D. 


2. Sanctification by a sacred vessel 


Most facets of the avodah necessitate the use of vessels. It is essential to the 
offering’s validity that the vessels used be special nw "79, sacred [lit. service ] 
vessels. Use of a sacred vessel is not just protocol; in many instances it adds yet 
another level of sanctification to the substance placed in it. This is the case with 
the animal offering’s blood, which becomes fit for throwing on the Altar by 
being received in a sacred vessel as it gushes from the neck. If one received the 
blood of an animal offering in a non-sacred vessel, the blood is not valid for 
throwing. Even if the blood is subsequently transferred to a sacred vessel it 
remains invalid, since it was not initially received in a sacred vessel (mishnah 
217 

The sacred vessels themselves were specifically consecrated for this purpose. 
Their consecration is a ,קדושת הַגוּף‎ physical sanctity; they cannot be redeemed 
(Me’ilah 5:3). 

The Gemara in Menachos (13b) compares the avodah of placing the kometz 
in a sacred vessel to the reception of the blood in a sacred vessel. The Gemara 
comments that in both cases the essence of the avodah is to place the materials 
in a sacred vessel for the purpose of receiving consecration (see Rashi there). 

For minchah-offerings, sacred vessels play yet another role. The placing of 
the flour in a sacred vessel before the kemitzah consecrates the minchah to the 
level of sanctity attained through slaughter in an animal offering. It therefore 
renders it susceptible to the strictures inherent in that level of sanctity (see 
Me’ilah 2:8). 

Another aspect of the sanctity conferred by vessels is their ability to 
consecrate a disqualified offering. In this respect the sacred vessels are in some 


| ee he ee or EF Se ee ===-----------ב‎ 
1. However, Tosafos (Zevachim 20b, s.v. (יציאה‎ demonstrate that the stricture of x¥1?, removal, 
which disqualifies an offering part that leaves its area, comes into effect only after the avodah has 
begun with kemitzah. 
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ordinance was promulgated barring a non-Jew or a person contaminated by 
corpse tumah [nn ,[טְמְאַת‎ from proceeding past the lattice fence. Furthermore, 
it was decreed (in the days of King Yehoshafat) that a nv ,טְבוּל‎ tevul yom [a 
person who had immersed himself that day in a mikveh to purify himself of a 
tumah-contamination (see comm. to 2:1, 12:1)], was forbidden to enter the 
Women’s Courtyard (II Chronicles 20:5, Keilim 1:8; Yevanios 7b). 


C — The Temple Courtyard 


The Temple Courtyard itself measured 135 cubits from north to south and 
187 cubits from east to west. It was surrounded by walls which separated it from 
the Temple Mount area on the north, west and south side, and from the 
Women’s Court on the east (see diagram). The main entrance to the Courtyard 
was from the east. The Sanctuary itself was situated 76 cubits west of the 
Courtyard’s eastern wall, so that an open area measuring 76X135 cubits stood 
between the eastern gate of the Courtyard and the Sanctuary. This area was 
further subdivided into three smaller areas, each running the entire 135 cubit 
width of the Courtyard. The first area one encountered upon entering the 
Courtyard was known as the 9x qw? noty, Israelite’s Court. This section 
measured 11 cubits. It was followed by a 43 cubit section referred to as the nnty 
0373, Kohanim’s Court. [This section consisted of an 11 cubit strip between the 
Israelite’s Court and the Altar, and the 32 cubit section containing the outer 
Altar; the Altar itself measured 3232 cubits. Between the Altar and the 
Sanctuary’s Antechamber (אוּלֶם)‎ , was another area of 22 cubits (see Middos 5:1). 

Each of these subdivisions was subject to increasing restrictions commensu- 
rate with the ascending levels of sanctity resulting from its greater proximity to 
the Sanctuary (see Keilim 1:8-9)."! 


D — The Sanctuary 


The Temple Courtyard was open to the sky. In it stood the Temple building, 
referred to in this commentary as the Sanctuary. The Sanctuary was divided 
into three areas: (a) The ,אוּלֶם‎ Antechamber; (b) The wip, Holy, or ,הַיכָל‎ 
Heichal; and (c) The ,קְדָש הַקָדָשִים‎ Holy of Holies. As is well known, the Holy 
of Holies was entered only once a year — on Yom Kippur, when the Kohen 
Gadol entered to burn the special incense offering and apply the blood of the 
inner chataos of that day. 

During the first Temple era, the Holy Ark [containing the tablets of the Ten 
Commandments and the Torah scroll written by Moses] stood in the Holy of 
Holies. During the Second Temple era, the Ark was no longer available (it was 
hidden during the days of King Yoshiyahu), and so the Holy of Holies was 
empty. A large stone called the m»nwi }ax [shessiyah stone] marked the spot 
where the Ark had stood (Yoma 5:2 see comm. there). 


1. The Israelite Court was barred to all person’s tamei in the slightest degree, including one who 
lacks atonement כָּפוּרִים)‎ 7M; see comm. to 2:1, 12:1). The Kohanim’s Court was barred to 
non-Kohanim, except for those who had to perform semichah, mD33n (waving), and slaughter (see 
3:1). The area between the Antechamber and the Altar was restricted to Kohanim fit to perform 
the avodah; it was barred to blemished Kohanim and those who had long hair .(פְרוּעִי ראש)‎ The 
Antechamber itself was barred to a Kohen who had not yet washed his hands and feet (Keilim 
1:8-9(. 
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offerings of lesser holiness have most holy classification once the offering’s 
blood has been thrown, and they therefore become subject to me‘ilah at that 
point. Conversely, any part of an offering — even of a most holy offering — 
which is permitted for eating, even if reserved exclusively for Kohanim, is 
excluded from me’ilah law once the blood has been thrown. Therefore, if the 
meat of a chatas or asham is eaten even by a non-Kohen, there is no me’ilah 
penalty. 


B — Necessary (לְמְצְוֶה)‎ and Essential (3399) 


It was explained above (beginning of section III) that there are many facets 
of the avodah which are clearly commanded by the Torah but are yet not 
essential to the offering’s validity, so that if they were omitted the offering is 
nevertheless valid. The general criterion used to establish whether a particular 
facet of the avodah is essential or not is whether the command to perform this 
facet is repeated in the Torah. In the words of the Gemara: הַכְּתוּב לְעַבָּב‎ VY MW, 
Scripture repeated it to make it essential (see for example Gem. 23a, and 
Menachos 19a,b). This rule is unique to the laws of Kodashim. 


VIII. The Temple Complex 


The Temple was situated on a hill within the holy city of Jerusalem; together 
they constituted a three-tiered unit of sanctity. 


A — The City of Jerusalem 


The first level of sanctity embraced the entire city of Jerusalem. This sanctity 
made the city fit for eating offerings of lesser holiness and maaser sheni (the 
second tithe of produce). Because of its sanctity some level of purity from tumah 
had to be maintained in it; thus, a metzora was excluded from Jerusalem (as he 
was from all walled cities in Eretz Yisrael; see Keilim 1:7). 


B — The Temple Mount 


The second unit consisted of the Temple Mount (n737 173). This was an area 
of 500X500 cubits surrounded by massive walls. [The remnants of masonry 
which<are still visible today, including 116 הַמַעָרָבִי‎ Onin, Western Wall, are 
vestiges of the Temple Mount wall.] The most significant difference between 
the Temple Mount area and the rest of Jerusalem is that anyone who is tamei 
due to a contamination deriving from bodily issue, such as a zav, zavah, niddah, 
woman after childbirth, or a man who has had a seminal issue (most of these 
terms are defined in the comm. to 2:1), is excluded from this area (Keilim 1:8; 
Pesachim 67b). 

The main Temple Courtyard was abutted at its eastern side by the נָשִים‎ Ny, 
Women’s Courtyard, measuring 135X135 cubits, so called because in practice 
women almost never proceeded beyond this Courtyard (see Middos 2:5). The 
Women’s Courtyard was surrounded by a wall which was fronted at a distance 
of ten cubits by a low wooden lattice fence [סורג]‎ (ibid.). The space contained 
within the lattice fence, and even that within the Women’s Courtyard, was part 
of the Temple Mount's sanctity area on a Biblical level. However, a Rabbinic 
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This second block was five cubits high (and thus rose to a height of six cubits 
from the Courtyard floor). Here again the structure was recessed one cubit on 
each side, by making another block of 28X28 cubits in the middle of it. This left 
a cubit-wide walkway around the Altar which was called the 2310, ledge. This 
third block was three cubits high and its top was the Altar’s top [N21 ow ia] 
upon which the sacrifices were burnt (Gem. 54a). Thus, tle ledge was three 
cubits below the Altar’s top. During some of the avodos, eg., the blood 
applications of the animal chatas, and the melikah and application of the bird 
olah’s blood, the Kohanim walked along the ledge. A small ramp branched off 
the main ramp to give the Kohanim access to the ledge. The central part of the 
ramp was molded to wrap cover the ledge and fit flush against the Altar wall 
(leaving only a hairline space between them). 

Four cubed protuberances, called n1192, horns, crowned the four corners of 
the Altar’s roof. Each cube measured 1X1X1 cubits. These horns completed the 
ten cubit total height of the Altar. Midway between the Courtyard floor and the 
top of the horns [ie at a height of 5 cubits] a red line circled the Altar [vin 
X 707]. This set the boundary between the upper and the lower halves of the 
Altar. 

The outer Altar served for almost all the functions requiring an altar. The 
blood of all animal and bird offerings — except for the inner chataos — was 
either thrown or applied to it. The sacrificial parts of all offerings — animal, 
bird, and flour offerings, including those of the inner chatas offerings — were 
burned upon its roof. All libations were poured upon it (at the southwest horn). 
The fire was kept burning upon it all the time, and the Divine fire which had 
descended upon it at its inauguration was constantly present (see Yoma 29b). 


Listing of the Offerings 


In section I of this Introduction we presented an outline of the different kinds 
of offerings without detailing the various situations which occasion them. We 
now present such a listing in conjunction with a chart covering many of the 
details which distinguish one type of offering from another. 


1. Chatas 


(a) The inner chataos are: The הַכַּפוּרִים‎ OY 2W וְשָעִיר‎ 19, bull and he-goat of 
Yom Kippur; May שָל‎ 1371 02971 79, chatas for communal error; and 173 7773 78, 
Kohen Gadol’s chatas. [These are explained in the comm. to mishnah 5:1,2.] 

(b) The outer chataos are: The מועָדות‎ Ow) רָאשִי חָדָשִים‎ “yyw, communal 
chataos which are an integral part of the mussaf offerings [the communal 
offerings added to the daily offering on Shabbos, Rosh Chodesh and Festivals]; 
,חַטַאת יָחִיד‎ personal chatas; kw yw, prince’s chatas, and the TITY JAI, 
variable chatas offering (see comm. to 5:3). 

The personal chatas offering is brought to atone for unintentional 
transgressions of negative commandments that [if done intentionally] are 
punishable by kares; this type of chatas is called a קְבוּעָה‎ nxwn, fixed chatas 
offering. The prince's chatas is the personal chatas of a Nasi, prince. [It differs 
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The Holy contained the golden Altar, the Menorah, and the Shulchan (Table 
of the panim bread). The parts of the daily avodah related to these holy utensils 
took place in the Holy — viz., burning the daily incense offering, lighting the 
Menorah, and the weekly replacement of the panim bread. 


E — The Altar 


There were two Altars in the Temple, the החיצון‎ mam, outer Altar, which is 
referred to in the Torah as 6 הָעולֶה‎ Mam, olah Altar ; and the הַפָּנִימִי‎ NAM, inner 
Altar ; this is also variously referred to as the 29377 mam, golden Altar and nam 
,הַקטורֶת‎ incense Altar. As indicated by these names, the inner Altar stood 
within the Sanctuary and its primary use was for burning the daily incense 
offering. The blood of inner chatas offerings was also applied to it. 


1. The Inner Altar 


The inner Altar was one cubit square by two cubits high. It was crowned by 
four ‘horns’, one at each corner, similar to those upon the outer Altar. As implied 
by its name, it was gold plated (Ex. 30:1-3). 


2. The Outer Altar 


[The structure of the outer Altar is somewhat complex but its details are 
relevant to the laws of this tractate. Accordingly, a drawing has been appended 
to help the reader visualize its structure.] 

The outer Altar was 32X32 cubits at its base.”! It was made of pebbles mixed 
with mortar, and it was situated roughly midway between the northern and 
southern walls of the Courtyard (Middos 3:1, 5:2; Gem 54a). As noted earlier, it 
was located twenty-two cubits west of the Courtyard’s entrance, and 
twenty-two cubits east of the Antechamber’s entrance. 

On its southern side, the Altar was fronted by a ramp measuring 31 cubits at 
its base, from its foot to the south wall of the Altar.”! This ramp led to the top 
of the Altar — a height of nine cubits. The ramp was 16 cubits wide and 
centered along the south wall. 

The Altar’s structure was as follows: There was a base one cubit wide and one 
cubit high at the bottom. The base did not surround the Altar on all sides; rather, 
it ran along the western and northern sides of the Altar, and just wrapped 
around the southwest and northeast corners, extending one cubit along the west 
and south sides. 

The base was a solid block one cubit high and 32X32 cubits across. [The 
widely used figure for the Altar of 32X32 cubits, is reckoned at the base and 
imagines the base as running completely around the Altar. Technically, this was 
not quite the case.] On top of this, another block was poured measuring 30x30 
cubits, leaving a base one cubit wide on all sides. 


------------------- ידווילוהה דה-לה--ההיילי הלו טוונ ב רהו ee eS‏ 


1. The estimates for the size of the cubit (אַמָה)‎ vary from appr. 18 inches to 23 inches. 


2. The Mishnah (Middos 3:3) gives the length of the ramp as 32 cubits. This, however, seems to 
include the part that extended over the one-cubit-wide ledge (see below and drawing). Thus, the 
actual length of the ramp along the floor of the Courtyard to the wall of the Altar was only 31 
cubits (see Middos 5:1, Gem. 62b). 
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from the tumah); ,אָשֶם מְצרָע‎ metzora’s asham (brought by a metzora at his 
purification); "2p ,אֶשֶם‎ asham in case of doubt (brought for cases of 
questionable chatas liability). These are more fully explained in the commentary 
to mishnah 5:5. 


4. Shelamim 


(a) ,שַלְמִי צבּוּר‎ communal shelamim 

There is only one instance of a communal shelamim offering. On the Festival 
of Shavuos, two loaves of fine flour are brought as an offering. This offering is 
accompanied by a complement of animal offerings, among them two sheep as 
shelamim offerings (Lev. 23:17-19). The communal shelamim is subject to the 
same general rules as the asham (see mishnah 5:5). 

(b) 72 ,שַלְמִי‎ personal shelamim 

The most common form of shelamim is the personal shelamim. Its blood is 
thrown to the corners of the lower part of the Altar, and its sacrificial parts are 
burnt upon the Altar. In contrast to the offerings mentioned to this point, its 
meat belongs to the owners of the offering, not the Kohanim, and it may be 
eaten by them and their guests even if they are not Kohanim. It may also be 
eaten throughout Jerusalem for up to two days from the time of its slaughter (in 
contrast to most offerings, which may be eaten for only a day and night). 
However, the breast and the right hind thigh are separated from the rest of the 
meat, to be given to the Kohanim. They are eaten exclusively by them and the 
members of their households. 

Personal shelamim are mostly brought voluntarily [7373]. There are, 
however, a few situations that require an individual to offer a shelamim. Upon 
completion of his vow, a nazir brings a complement of offerings, among them 
a ram as 8 shelamim [אִיל נָזִיר]‎ (Numbers 6:14). This offering resembles a todah 
offering (see further) in that it is accompanied by an offering of loaves (v.15), 
some of which are given to the Kohanim to eat, with the rest being eaten by any 
person. It also resembles the todah in the length of the time allotted for its 
consumption (a day and night). On the three Festivals, one brings a shelamim 
called a chagigah (שַלְמִי חַגִינֶה)‎ upon visiting the Temple, and additional 
shelamim to augment the joy of the Festival ;שַלְמִי שַמְחָה)‎ Deut. 16:16). 


5-8. Todah, Bechor, Maaser, Pesach 


There is only one example of each of these offerings; these have already been 
noted in the Introduction’s section on animal offerings. 


9. Bird Chatas 


The bird chatas offering is brought only in fulfillment of an obligation. If one 
consecrated a bird chatas without a prior obligation, the consecration is not 
valid (Maaseh HaKorbanos 14:8). 

The situations requiring a bird chatas are: A person obligated to bring a 
variable chatas offering (171) עולָה‎ Janz) who cannot afford the animal chatas 
(Lev. 5:1-10); a woman after childbirth (whether indigent or not; Lev. 12:1-8); a 
metzora who has been healed and cannot afford the animal offering (Lev. 
14:10-31); a zav (Lev. 15:14-15); and a zavah (Lev. 15:29-30). 
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from the common person’s chatas only in being a he-goat rather than a 
she-goat.] 

The variable chatas offering is brought for a group of transgressions listed in 
Lev. ch. 5 (vs. 1-4), only one of which is punishable by kares. What distinguishes 
it from the fixed chatas is that for these transgressions, the chatas is adjusted 
according to the means of the transgressor. A person of means brings the regular 
animal chatas, but if he is too poor to afford the animal offering, he substitutes 
a complement of bird offerings [one as a chatas and the other as an 0101 [ In 
cases of extreme poverty a minchah-offering [consisting of only fine wheat 
flour] (see Lev. 5:1-13). 

(c) Chatas for reasons other than sin: There is yet another group of chatas 
offerings which are brought for a number of situations not clearly indentifiable 
as transgressions of sins. These involve the purification procedures for certain 
types of tumah (ritual contamination). The only one of these subject to an 
animal chatas is the metzora [a person afflicted with certain skin conditions 
described in detail in Leviticus ch. 13 (v. 1-39)] who must undergo a purification 
procedure once he has been healed. As part of this procedure he must bring a 
complement of three offerings, one of which is a chatas (Lev. 14:1-20). There are 
other similar situations which require bird chataos. These will be detailed in 
their place. Even the metzora’s chatas is a variable offering, so that if he is poor, 
he may substitute a bird offering. 


2. Olah 


(a) main ndiy, obligatory olah 

A communal olah עולת צַבּוּר]‎ [ is brought twice daily and is known as the 1292 
התָּמִיד‎ tamid offering. Different numbers of olos are also components of the 
mussaf offerings of Shabbos, Rosh Chodesh, and the Festivals. An olah is also 
obligatory upon certain individuals who must bring a complement of offerings 
when purifying themselves from certain situations [מְחָסָרִי ְּפוּרִים]‎ They are: 
,יוּלָדֶת‎ A woman after childbirth (Lev. 12:6); a ,מְצורָע‎ metzora (Lev. 14:20). Other 
instances where individuals must bring olah offerings are: A "13, nazir upon the 
completion of his vow (Numbers 6:11), one who visits the Temple on the three 
Festivals (Ex. 23:15), and a convert (Kereisos 2:1). 

(b) 73733 ,עולת‎ voluntary olah 

An olah may also be brought voluntarily by an individual. It also serves as a 
communal (voluntary) offering brought by the Kohanim when no other 
offerings are present in the Temple [maraa [קיץ‎ 


3. Asham 


The asham is always an individual offering, and is never mentioned in the 
Torah as a communal offering (see Rashi to Lev. 7:2 with comm.). There are six 
situations which require an asham. They are: the nid DW, theft asham (for 
swearing falsely to keep money belonging to another); מְעִילוּת‎ nwKx, me ilah 
asham (for making personal use of a consecrated object); M90 7NSW ,אֶשם‎ 
betrothed-maidservant asham (for sinning with a slavewoman who is the wife 
of a Hebrew servant);7"1) DW, nazir’s asham (brought by a nazir who had 
become contaminated with the tumah of a human corpse upon his purification 
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Later the prophet Hoshea (14:3) proclaimed: aynpw ,וּנְשַלְמָה פֶרִים‎ let our lips 
compensate for the [sacrificial] bulls. Although Chazal understand ‘lips’ as a 
reference to prayer (see Yalkut), there is an ancient tradition that the prophet 
also refers to reading the passages dealing with the offering service (see prayer 
at the conclusion of Korbanos section of Shacharis). And if the mere recitation 
of Torah passages dealing with the offerings has this great merit, then surely the 
intensive study of their laws as articulated in the tractates of Kodashim possesses 
this power (Chafetz Chaim in Maamar Torah Ohr). Thus, in studying these 
tractates, one surely enhances and elevates the ‘offerings’ he has brought with 
his ‘lips.’ 

Rambam (Hil. Me‘ilah 8:8) speaks at length upon the importance of 
subjugating one’s understanding to the dictates of the Torah, in order to observe 
with enthusiasm even the decrees (חוּקים)‎ of the Torah, the laws that do not have 
an apparent reason. ‘Come and see how strict the Torah was in regard to me’ilah 
[misappropriation of sacred property.] Now, if sticks and stones, earth and 
ashes, become sanctified when the Name of the Master of the World is set upon 
them orally — so that anyone who then uses them as mundane objects has 
committed me‘ilah and needs atonement even if he acted unintentionally — 
then surely a commandment decreed by Hashem should not be rejected by a 
person because he knows not its reason. He should not impute incorrect things 
to G-d, nor to regard them in his thoughts as mundane.’ Rambam goes on to say 
that the command (Lev. 20:22): You shall safeguard My statutes implies that 
one must heed the statutes whose reasons are but dimly understood just as much 
as he does the rational nyawn, laws; they are no less important for being 
beyond our comprehension. ‘All of the offerings are in the category of such 
decrees, yet the Sages taught that the world exists because of the Temple service; 
through the performance of the decrees and laws, the righteous merit life in the 
World to Come... 

Perhaps it is because of the concept articulated by Rambam that Seder 
Kodashim is represented by the term m3, wisdom, (see Shabbos 31a), for it is 
only with the greatest wisdom that one can subjugate his intellect to the infinite 
greatness of God. This is the personal ‘offering’ one brings even when he studies 
Kodashim. One sacrifices man’s most precious human attribute — his intellect 
— and gives it over to Hashem; one molds his understanding to conform to the 
wisdom of the Creator. 

We hope that this volume will serve as a significant contribution to the study 
of Kodashim, will facilitate its understanding, and that the merit of our service 
of the lips should hasten the m2w ,גאוּלֶה‎ ultimate redemption .בב"א‎ 


Hersh Goldwurm / Yehezkel Danziger 


pa‏ המצרים naw‏ תשמח לפ"ק 
כשם שהתאבלנו על חורבנה כן יזכנו השי"ת לראות בשמחת ירושלים ובנחמת עמו 
ותחזנה עינינו בשובך לציון ברחמים אמן. 
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10. Bird Olah 


The bird olah can be brought voluntarily or in fulfillment of certain 
obligations. The obligatory bird olah always accompanies a chatas — usually a 
bird chatas, occasionally an animal one. 

The situations which require a bird olah are: A person has been obligated to 
bring a variable chatas (171) עולָה‎ Janz) but who lacks the means to bring an 
animal chatas; he substitutes brings a bird chatas and olah (Lev. 5:1-10); a 
woman after childbirth who cannot afford an animal olah (Lev. 12:1-8); a 
metzora who has been healed and cannot afford an animal olah (Lev. 14:10-31); 
a zav [a man who experienced a series of three seminal emissions which render 
him tamei; see note to mishnah 12:1] (Lev. 15:14-15); and a zavah[a woman who 
experienced a series of three menstruations after the conclusion of her normal 
period] (Lev. 15:29-30). 


11. Minchah Offerings 


These will be listed in the Introduction to Tractate Menachos. 


Chapter Outline 


The following is a brief outline of the tractate. The Mishnah will define the 
proper procedure for offering these types of sacrifices (chapter 5 for animal 
offerings, chapter 6 for bird offerings), as well as the many disqualifications that 
arise from the improper performance of the avodah (service) or improper 
intentions during the avodah (chapters 1-4 for animal offerings, and chapter 7 
for bird offerings). The mishnah will also discuss the rules governing the 
confusion of sacrificial parts and meat with their non-sacred counterparts, or 
with parts from offerings subject to different regulations (chapter 8); the laws 
regarding invalid or disqualified offerings that were (improperly) placed on the 
Altar (chapter.9); the correct order for offering different categories of sacrifices 
(chapter 10); the special laws relating to chatas (sin-offering) blood and the pots 
in which sacrificial meat is cooked (chapter 11); the apportionment of the meat 
and hides of offerings to the Kohanim (chapter 12); the prohibition to offer 
sacrifices outside the Temple Courtyard (chapter 13), and the rules governing 
private altars in those periods of history in which they were permitted (chapter 
14). 


+4 ₪ & 


n addition to the great merit attached to learning any part of Torah, there is 

a unique aspect ascribed to the study of Kodashim. Chazal tell us (Megillah 
31) that Hashem promised Abraham that the sacrificial service would protect his 
descendants from total destruction. But Abraham, was not satisfied. He asked 
for assurance that his offspring would survive even in exile, when there would 
be no Temple service. In response, Hashem promised Abraham ‘I have already 
set before them the passage of the offerings הַקָרְבָּנות]‎ Nw5]; as long as they read 
them I will consider it as if they had actually brought offerings to Me and I will 
forgive their sins.’ 
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1. Base (1 cubit high, 1 cubit wide); extends around north and west walls, 
and one cubit on south and east walls) 


. Red line 

. Ledge (1 cubit wide) 
. Altar top [roof] (28X28 cubits, including place of horns) 
Horns (1X1X1 cubits) 

. Main ramp (16 cubits wide, 31 cubits long at bottom) 

. Minor ramp leading to ledge 

. Minor ramp leading towards base 
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1 1. A! sacrifices which have been slaughtered for a 
1 > designation other than their own are valid, but 
they are not credited to the owner as fulfillment of [his] 
obligation; except for the pesach and chatas offerings 


YAD AVRAHAM 


sacrifice is continued — the blood is 
thrown on the Altar, the sacrificial parts 
are burnt upon the Altar, and the meat is 
eaten (Rav; Rashi). 

Moreover, the sacrifice retains its origi- 
nal designation; one may therefore not 
continue to perform the remaining as- 
pects of the avodah [service] with the 
erroneous intent professed during the 
slaughter (Rav from Gem. 2a). 

Although the obligation to have the 
proper intent is Biblical (Gemara 4a), 
inference is drawn from Biblical verses 
that the offering is, nevertheless, valid 
even though a contrary intent was 
present (ibid.). The validity is, however, 
qualified, as the mishnah will now ex- 
plain. 


win ow? לִבְּעָלִים‎ oy xow אֶלָא‎ — but 
they are not credited to the owner as 
fulfillment of [his] obligation; 

Despite the fact that the sacrifice is 
valid and its offering may be completed, 
if the offering was brought to fulfill an 
obligation — e.g., an asham (brought to 
atone for certain sins; see mishnah 5:5), or 
an obligatory olah, or an offering to 
fulfill a vow — the obligation is not 
considered to have been fulfilled. The 
owner must bring another sacrifice to be 
offered with the correct intent (Rav; 
Rashi). This too is derived from Biblical 
exegesis (see Gem. 4b). 

There are four avodos [sacrificial ser- 
vices] performed with the blood of a 
sacrifice. These 316 שַחִיטָה‎ [shechitah], 


slaughtering the animal; map [kab- 
balah], receiving the blood; הולְכָה‎ [ho- 
lachah], conveying it to the Altar; 7771 
(zerikah], throwing the bldod against the 
side of the Altar. Although our mishnah 
speaks only of improper intention during 
slaughter, the same rule applies to im- 
proper intent during any of the blood 
avodos, as articulated in mishnah 4. The 
mishnah uses slaughter merely as an 
illustration of the ruling, because it is the 
first of the four blood avodos (Tos. 2a, 
s.v. 93). 

The rule set forth for an offering slaugh- 
tered for a designation other than its own 
[7mw> xdw] applies also to an offering 
sacrificed with the intention that it be 
counted for someone other than the owner 
(Gem. 4a; see mishnah 4:6). Tosafos (2a) 
suggest that the term jaw) xy, lit., not for 
their names, includes both intent for another 
sacrificial designation ,[שַָלא לָשַמָהּ]‎ and in- 
tent for another owner בַּעָלִים]‎ ow? [ְשָלא‎ 
Whether these intents disqualify only if they 
were deliberate will be discussed at the end of 
the mishnah. 


- הַחַטָאת‎ p91 מן הַפֶּסַח‎ yin — except for 
the pesach and chatas offerings — 

{In contrast to most sacrifices, the 
pesach and chatas offerings are totally 
disqualified by wrong intent. Not only is 
the owner not credited with fulfillment 
of his obligation, but the offering itself is 
invalid. Consequently, the avodah may 
not be continued, the usual sacrificial 
parts may not be burnt upon the Altar, 
and the meat may not be eaten.] The total 


1. Tosafos (2a) assert (based on the Gem. 10a) that the disqualification effected by intending 
a sacrifice for someone other than its owner applies only to one of the blood avodos performed 
with the intent to throw the blood for someone other than the owner. Simply slaughtering (or 
receiving or conveying) for someone other than the owner does not disqualify the offering. 
However, Mishneh LaMelech to Hil. Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1 points out that Rambam does 
not accept this view and is of the opinion that this disqualification parallels the 
disqualification of intending a sacrifice for another designation. Thus, if any of the four blood 
avodos was intended for someone other than the owner (without reference to throwing the 
blood), the owner has not discharged his obligation; and in the case of a chatas or 
pesach-offering [discussed below], the offering is completely invalidated. 


[39] 


THE MISHNAH / ZEVACHIM — Chapter One: Kol HaZevachim ] 


זבחים 


[א] WNIT 5D‏ שִנִזְבְּחוּ jaw? NOW‏ כְּשָרִים, 
א/א 


main ow? עָלוּ לִבְּעָלִים‎ KNOW אֶלָא‎ 
Amita NOs - הַחַטָאת‎ yA הַפֶּסַח‎ pA yan 


יד אברהס 
Chapter One‏ 
16 


The validity of any sacrifice depends not only on the correct performance of its 
may [avodah], sacrificial service, but also on the intent or thoughts of the Kohen 
performing the avodah. One of the intents that is crucial to the validity of an offering 
is mar nw, for the designated purpose of the offering, or simply mw, for its 
designated purpose (see mishnah 4:6); ie., that the offering be intended for the type of 
offering for which it was originally designated, e.g., an olah as an olah, or a shelamim 
as a shelamim, etc. However, the Gemara (2b) demonstrates that one need not 
actively think about this. Rather, as formulated by the Gemara, "x2 mow? סְתָמָא‎ the 
absence of intent is treated as intent for the [offering’s] designated purpose. This 
means that if a Kohen slaughters a sacrifice, or performs any of the other part of the 
avodah, without specifying the type of sacrifice it should be, the avodah is considered 
to have been done for the purpose for which the animal had originally been 
designated. Thus, for example, if the animal had been designated an olah, and the 
Kohen slaughters it without thinking about which type of sacrifice it is, the 
slaughtering is considered to be for the purposes of olah. An offering is invalidated 
because of wrong intent only when the Kohen intends the sacrifice for a purpose 
contrary to the correct one — e.g., he intends an olah to be a shelamim. [This concept 
will be discussed further at the end of the mishnah.] 

The obligation to refrain from an incorrect intent and the resultant disqualification 
is Scriptural; the Gemara (4a,b) derives this from Biblical exegesis. Whenever one does 
profess an incorrect intention during the sacrifice service, he transgresses the negative 
commandment (Lev. 7:18): . . . ,לא יִחֶשָב‎ which is construed to mean, [he] may not 
intend [an incorrect thought]. 


mona כָּל‎ — All sacrifices 

This term includes, in Mishnaic usage, 
all live offerings [no doubt because they 
must be slaughtered or, in the case of bird 
offerings, killed in a prescribed manner] 
(Rambam Comm., cited by Tos. Yom 
Tov). 

[These laws as they apply to minchah 
(flour) offerings are discussed in Mena- 


chos ch. 1.] 


xdow anaiw — which have been‏ לְשְמָן 
slaughtered for a designation [lit., name]‏ 
other than their own‏ 

For example, an olah (burnt offering) 
has been slaughtered with the intent that 
it be a shelamim [peace offering] (Rav; 
Rashi). 


There is disagreement as to the definition 


משניות / זבחים - פרק א: כל הזבחים א' 


of the term intent מַהְשָבָה]‎ in this context. 
Tosafos (4b, s.v. 7awnn; see also Bava Metzia 
43b, s.v. החושב‎ and Shitah Mekubetzes there) 
suggest that only an oral declaration of 
intent is classified as intent in this context. 
Thus, an offering would not be disqualified 
at all unless the Kohen explicitly stated that 
he was performing the avodah for the 
purpose of another offering. This is also the 
view of Rashi (41b, s.v. שנתן‎ pas) and others 
(see Mishneh LaMelech, Hil. Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 13:1). Rambam (there), however, is of 
the opinion that a mere thought is sufficient 
to disqualify an offering [to whatever degree 
each offering is disqualified (see below)]. 


are valid,‏ — כְּשָרִים, 

The sacrifice is not invalidated because 
it has been slaughtered for a designation 
other than its own. The service of this 


[38] 


1 — the pesach-offering in its [proper] time, and the 

1 chatas offering at all times. R’ Eliezer says: Also the 
asham offering — the pesach-offering in its [proper] 
time, and the chatas and asham offerings at all times. 
Said R’ Eliezer: The chatas offering comes [to atone] for 
sin, and the asham offering comes [to atone] for sin — 
just as the chatas offering is disqualified [if it is 
intended] for a designation other than its own, so too 
the asham offering is disqualified [if it is intended] for a 
designation other than its own. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


the intention that it not be for any offering, 
but rather that it be considered pin 
(chullin], an unconsecrated animal, the sacri- 
fice is not disqualified. Nevertheless, the 
owner is not credited with the fulfillment of 
his obligation (Rav from Gem. 3a and 46b; 
Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:4,5). A 
pesach-offering slaughtered in such a man- 
ner is totally disqualified (Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:11). 

Tosafos (2a, s.v. ;לשם‎ see Tos. R’ Akiva §9, 
and Chazon Ish Kamma 42:1-5 p. 91) seem to 
disagree with Rambam’s formulation of this 
ruling on two counts: (a) Tosafos do not 
distinguish between the pesach and chatas 
offerings in this regard; (b) they consider the 
ruling also applicable to offerings other than 
the chatas and pesach. Thus, if a shelamim, 
for example, is slaughtered with the intent 
that it be chullin, it is credited to the owner in 
fulfillment of his obligation. It follows that 
in the view of Tosafos, if a chatas or pesach- 
offering are slaughtered with this intent, the 
owner has fulfilled his obligation as well. 


AMT הַפֶּסַח‎ - DWT אַף‎ DIK רַבִּי אָלִיעָזֶר‎ 
Por 92a וְהַחַטָאת וְהָאֶשֶם‎ — R’ Eliezer 
says: Also the asham offering — the 
pesach-offering in its [proper] time, and 
the chatas and asham offerings at all 

times. 

[In R’ Eliezer’s view, the asham is 
governed by the same rule as the chatas, 
and an intention that it be for another 
offering disqualifies it totally.] 


אָמַר רַבִּי אָלִיעְוֶר: הַחַטָאת בָּאָה OY‏ חַטָא, 
וְהָאֶשֶם בָּא Sy‏ חַטָא - מה חַטָאת mips‏ 
Xow —‏ לְשָמָה, אַף הָאֶשֶם xy Dios‏ לשמו. 


vr, 


Said R’ Eliezer: The chatas offering 
comes [to atone] for sin, and the asham 
offering comes [to atone] for sin — just as 
the chatas offering is disqualified [if it is 
intended] for a designation other than its 
own, so too the asham offering is dis- 
qualified [if it is intended] for a designa- 
tion other than its own. 

(R’ Eliezer attempts to support his view 
using the hermeneutic device of אָב‎ }733, 
analogy. This device is one of the thir- 
teen hermeneutic principles of Biblical 
exegesis. It is based on the concept that 
matters which are similar in one facet 
may be assumed to be similar in all other 
facets as well, unless significant differ- 
ences can be shown between them. R’ 
Eliezer reasons that since both the chatas 
and asham offerings are assigned to 
atone for specific sins, the asham should 
also be subject to the wrong-intent strin- 
gencies of the chatas. } 


The Rabbis (specifically, R’ Yehoshua; 
see Gem. 10a) dispute R’ Eliezer’s analogy 
and point out that significant differences 
exist between the chatas and asham 
offerings in the method of their services, 
viz., the blood of the asham is thrown 
against the lower corners of the Altar, 
while the blood of the chatas is applied 
(with the index finger) to the four ‘horns’ 
which protrude from the top of the Altar 
(Gem. 10a). (Therefore, just as they differ 
in this matter, they may differ in regard 
to the law of being offered for a designa- 


transgression (Kereisos 6:7). However, if he did so, no disqualification ensues (Rambam, 
Shegagos 3:3; see Kesef Mishneh and Lechem Mishneh there). 
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disqualification of these two offerings is 
derived from Biblical exegesis by the 
Gemara [7b,8a] (Rav). 

Intending these two offerings for someone 
other than their owner also disqualifies them 
totally (see Gem. 7b, 8a; Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:3). However, there is a 
difference between the chatas and the 
pesach in this respect. A chatas is disquali- 
fied only if the non-owner for whom it was 
intended is also someone obligated to offer a 
chatas. If it was intended for someone 
obligated to bring an offering other than a 
chatas, or no offering at all, the chatas is 
affected only to the extent that its owner 
does not discharge his obligation, but the 
offering itself remains valid ] the chatas 
in this case is treated like all other offerings]. 
This is derived from Biblical exegesis (Gem. 
9b; Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:8). 
No such distinction is made in the case of a 
pesach-offering. 


Ajuga most — the pesach-offering in its 
[proper] time, 

The pesach-offering is disqualified by 
improper intent only if it is slaughtered 
at its proper time — the period from 
noon" till sundown on the fourteenth of 
Nissan. At any other time of the year the 
pesach-offering is legally treated as a 
sort of shelamim הַשָנָה]‎ NW? פֶּסַח בִּשְאָר‎ 
הוּא‎ ow], and is governed by the laws 
of that offering. Since a shelamim is one 


of the offerings included in the mish- 
nah’s general rule that all sacrifices 
which have been slaughtered for a 
designation other than their own are 
valid, the premature or overdue pesach- 
offering is likewise valid when slaugh- 
tered for another designation (Rav; 
Rashi).”! The Gemara (8b-9b) derives 
the concept that a pesach can be classi- 
fied a shelamim when offered out of its 
proper time from Biblical exegesis. 


or 93a וְהַחַטָאת‎ — and the chatas 
offering at all times. 

[Unlike the pesach-offering, the 
chatas retains its designation at all times. 
Consequently, it is invalidated at all 
times if its avodah is intended for a 
designation other than its own.] 

Some Amoraim broaden the concept of a 
designation other than its own in regard to 
chatas and assert that if one intended the 
chatas to atone for a sin (even by the same 
person) other than the one for which it was 
designated, the offering is disqualified. Thus, 
if the offering was designated to atone for 
inadvertent consumption of prohibited fat 
(חַלֶב)‎ but it was offered in atonement for the 
consumption of blood, the offering is dis- 
qualified (Gem. 9b). The halachah follows 
this latter view (Pesulei HaMukdashin 
15:6( 

However, if a chatas is slaughtered with 


1. Whether the morning hours of the fourteenth of Nissan are considered its [proper] time is 
the subject of a disagreement among the Tannaim in mishnah 3. Rav’s definition is based on 
R’ Yehoshua’s opinion. However, Rambam ( Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:11) accepts the view of 
R’ Yehudah ben Beseira as halachah, and defines its [proper] time as beginning on the 


morning of the fourteenth of Nissan. 


2. See comm. to mishnah 3 (s.v. (רבי יהושע‎ that a premature pesach-offering is valid only if it 
was offered for other than its designation. In order for the offering to achieve its innate 
shelamim classification, its pesach designation must first be uprooted עָקִירֶה]‎ PY]. 


3. Moreover, if one had consumed forbidden fat twice, and designated a chatas to atone for 
the first transgression, he may not offer it with the intention that it atone for the second 
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2. YWose ben Choni says: [Sacrifices] slaughtered for 
the pesach designation or the chatas designation 


are invalid. Shimon the brother of Azaryah says: [If] 
they were slaughtered for a designation higher than 
their own, they are valid; for a designation lower than 


YAD AVRAHAM 


[5105], in the same way that other intents, 
such as the intent to consume the offering 
after its prescribed time [515 nawny] (see 
mishnah 2:2), invalidate an offering (see R’ 


oy) NDS OW? הַנִשְחָטִים‎ NIK חוּנִי‎ Ja יוּסִי‎ 
חַטָאת פְּסוּלִים.‎ — Yose ben Choni says: 
[Sacrifices] slaughtered for the pesach 
designation or the chatas designation are 
invalid. 

Any sacrifice slaughtered not for its 
own designation, but for that of a 
pesach-offering or a chatas, is invalid 
according to Yose ben Choni. In his view, 
just as the pesach and chatas offerings 
are invalidated by being offered for other 
designations, so too other offerings are 
invalidated if they are intended as pe- 
sach and chatas offerings (Rav, Rashi, 
see Gem. 11a). 

However, sacrifices intended for pesach- 
offerings would only be invalidated if they 
were slaughtered on the fourteenth of Nis- 
san, at the proper time of the pesach- 
offering [see mishnah 1] (ibid.). 

Yose ben Choni disagrees with the 
anonymous Tanna of mishnah 1 who 
validates all offerings slaughtered for 
other than their own designation, with- 
out excepting offerings slaughtered for 
the chatas or pesach designations (Rav, 
Rashi from Gem. 11a). 


Mik שמְעון אַחִי עִזַרְיָה‎ — Shimon the 
brother of Azaryah says: 

It is unusual to identify a Tanna 
through his brother. It is done in this case 
because Azaryah played a pivotal role in 
Shimon’s development as a Torah 
scholar. Azaryah engaged in business 
and supported his brother Shimon, 
thereby enabling him to study Torah. 
They agreed among themselves that in 
return Shimon would share with 
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Elchanan Wasserman’ 5 Kovetz Shiurim v. 2, 
pp. 41-43; Chidushei HaGriz to Zevachim 2 
and to Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 4; 
Kehilas Yaakov ch. 2). 


Azaryah his share in the World to Come. 
Such an agreement, if made prior to the 
recipient’s study of Torah, is valid, for 
then the financial support is considered 
the source of the Torah learning, as 
stated in Sotah 21a (Rav; Rashi). 

Azaryah was also the father of the famous 

Tanna and Nasi of the Sanhedrin, R’ Elazar 
ben Azaryah (Lechem Shamayim citing 
Yuchasin; see Yuchasin s.v. רי אלעזר בן עזריה‎ 
and Seder HaDoros, s.v. .(שמעון‎ Rambam, in 
the preface to his Commentary to Mishnah, 
anticipated , Yuchasin’s identification and 
states that Shimon was R’ Elazar ben 
Azaryah’s uncle. Azaryah himself was a 
scholar of standing. The Gemara (Yevamos 
16a) relates that once the Tannaim R’ Ye- 
hoshua, R’ Akiva and R’ Elazar ben Azaryah 
visited the venerable sage R’ Dosa ben 
Harkinos to confer with him upon a halachic 
issue. R’ Dosa, who knew only R’ Yehoshua, 
inquired about the identity of the young 
Tanna who stood at the entrance to his house. 
When he was told that it was R’ Elazar ben 
Azaryah, R’ Dosa exclaimed: ‘Does our col- 
league Azaryah have a son!’ 
PW DI WIA DY? TeNW — [If] they 
were slaughtered for a designation 
higher than their own [lit., than them], 
they are valid; 

[Shimon the brother of Azaryah agrees 
with Yose ben Choni that even sacrifices 
other than chatas and pesach offerings 
can be invalidated by wrong intent, but 
he does not consider intent for the chatas 
and pesach designations to be the deter- 
mining factor. Rather, the standard he 
applies is whether the improper intent is 
for an offering of a higher or lower 
degree of sanctity than the one possessed 
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tion other than their own, and no anal- 
ogy can be drawn to apply this rule to 
the asham. ] 

The Gemara (10b) cites yet another basis 
for R’ Eliezer’s view. The Torah equates the 
two offerings (Lev. 7:7): DUXD NNYMD, as the 
chatas offering so the asham offering (Rav). 
However, the Sages reply that the verse 
intends to equate these two offerings only in 
regard to the rite of leaning (semichah) 
which is explicitly stated for the chatas 
(4:4,15,24,29,33), but not for the asham (Tos. 
Yom Tov; Gem. 11a). 

The halachah is not in accord with R’ 
Eliezer’s view (Rav; Hil. Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:1). 

When the mishnah speaks of disquali- 
fying an offering because of the inten- 
tion to offer it for a designation other 
than its own (or for someone other than 
its owner), it speaks of an instance in 
which this was done deliberately [ie., in 
which the one performing the avodah 
was aware of its true designation and 
owner, and yet intended it for a different 
one]. Whether the disqualification ap- 
plies even in cases in which this was done 
erroneously is the subject of disagree- 
ment among Amoraim (Menachos 49a). 
Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1) 
rules that it does not. Thus, if a Kohen 
mistakenly assumed that an olah was a 
shelamim, or that Reuven’s offering was 
Shimon’s, and slaughtered it on that 
basis, there is no disqualification and the 
owner has discharged his obligation. 
Even chatas and pesach offerings are 
valid if they were mistakenly intended 
for the wrong designation or owner. 

In the preface we noted the Gemara’s 
principle that סְתְמָא לשְמָהּ קאי‎ the absence of 
intent is treated as intent for its designated 
purpose. According to this principle, it is not 
necessary for the Kohen performing the 
avodah to have any designation in mind, and 
it is only a contrary intention that creates a 
disqualification. The Gemara (2b) notes that 
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this contrasts with the law for a wa [get], bill 
of divorce, which must be written at the 
husband’s command specifically for the wife 
he intends to divorce. If it is written without 
being intended specifically for her, it cannot 
be used as a get. The Gemara explains that 
the difference between a get and a sacrifice is 
that a woman does not inherently stand to be 
divorced; thus in the absence of any specific 
intent, the get cannot be said to have been 
written for her. A sacrifice’s destiny, how- 
ever, is inherently for its designated purpose; 
thus the absence of specific intent is treated 
as an offering made for the designated 
purpose of that sacrifice. 

The commentators suggest two ap- 
proaches to an understanding of the concept 
that קָאִי‎ mw? סְתָמָא‎ the absence of intent is 
treated as intent for the designated purpose. 
These two approaches also affect our under- 
standing of the disqualifications which result 
from intent for a different designation. One 
approach postulates that at the basis of the 


* disqualification is a requirement that every 


offering be dedicated to the purpose for 
which it has been consecrated. However, 
because every offering per se stands to be 
offered in accord with its designation, there 
is no need for an explicit expression of this 
intent. The status quo serves in lieu of an 
express declaration of dedication and it is this 
status quo which is the basis of the concept 
that the absence of intent is treated as intent 
for the proper designation. It is only when 
one expresses an intent which conflicts with 
the offering’s designation that its status is 
disturbed, and a disqualification results. 
When this happens the offering is disquali- 
fied not so much because of an active 
invalidating factor but because of the ab- 
sence of the essential factor of dedication 
[mw]. 

Another approach assumes that because 
an offering is destined to be offered for its 
designation, the Gemara’s argument is that 
the destiny of the offering is inviolate. In this 
view, the disqualification because of intent 
cannot be understood as deriving from an 
absence of dedication. Rather, it must be 
viewed as an active invalidating factor 


[42] 
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their own, they are invalid. How so? Most holy 
offerings which he slaughtered for an offering of lesser 


holiness designation are invalid; offerings of lesser 
holiness which he slaughtered for a most holy offering 
designation are valid. The bechor and the maaser 
offerings which were slaughtered for the shelamim 
designation are valid, and shelamim offerings which he 
slaughtered for the bechor [or] the maaser designation 


are invalid. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


8). Thus, for example, if an olah was 
slaughtered with the intent that it be a 
shelamim . . .[ 


are invalid;‏ — פְּסוּלִין; 

[Since in slaughtering an olah to be a 
shelamim one has attempted to change 
its designation from most holy to lesser 
holiness, he has invalidated the offering 
according to Shimon the brother of 
Azaryah.] 

The language of the mishnah here implies 
that if a sacrifice is slaughtered for the 
purpose of an equally sacred offering, it is 
valid. The implication is also that all most 
holy offerings are considered equal in this 
regard [in contrast to offerings of lesser 
holiness; see below]. Thus a distinction must 
be drawn between the law for the invalida- 
tion of an offering because of an intent for a 
designation other than its own and the law 
which governs the precedence of offerings 
(ch. 10). Regarding the latter, all most holy 
offerings are not considered equal. Rather, 
the blood service of a chatas precedes the 
avodah of an olah as stated in 10:2 (Keren 
Orah; see Sfas Emes). 


Dwr Wie ow? קַרָשִים קלים שָשְחָטָן‎ 
pws — offerings of lesser holiness 
which he slaughtered for a most holy 
offering designation are valid. 

{For example, if a shelamim was 
slaughtered for the purpose of an olah it 
remains valid.] 


The bechor and the‏ — הַבְּכוּר וְהַמַּעָשֶר 
maaser offerings‏ 

[This continues the illustration of Shi- 
mon’s rule,] 

The bechor is the firstborn male off- 


[45] 


THE MISHNAH / ZEVACHIM — 


spring of a cow, sheep, or goat (Exodus 
13:12). [If the firstborn is a female, the 
law of bechor does not apply.) The 
bechor is given to a Kohen who offers it 
as a sacrifice, and the meat is eaten by 
him and any member of a Kohanic 
family [see below, 5:8]. 

In addition to the requirement of 
giving the firstborn to a Kohen, one must 
also tithe his herds and flocks by count- 
ing the new offspring and separating 
each tenth animal (whether male or 
female) as maaser [tithe] (see Bechoros 
ch. 9). The animals designated as maaser 
are offered as sacrifices, with the meat 
being eaten in Jerusalem by the owner 
and his guests [see 5:8]. 


ow’? jwnww — which were‏ שָלָמִים כְּשָרִין. 
slaughtered for the shelamim designa-‏ 
tion are valid,‏ 

If either of these offerings was offered 
as a shelamim, it remains valid, accord- 
ing to Shimon the brother of Azaryah, 
because the shelamim is considered to 
possess greater holiness than the bechor 
or maaser offerings, as will be explained 
below (Rav). 


Mwy nv? בְּכוּר,‎ oy? וּשְלָמִים שָשְחָטֶן‎ 
פְּסוּלִין.‎ — and shelamim offerings which 
he slaughtered for the bechor [or] the 
maaser designation are invalid. 

The bechor, maaser and shelamim 
offerings are all in the category of 
offerings of lesser holiness. Nevertheless, 
the bechor and maaser offerings are 
considered of a lower degree of sanctity 
than the shelamim due to the greater 


Chapter One: Kol HaZevachim I 
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by the sacrifice actually being offered. 
The mishnah will define below what 
constitutes a higher or lower degree of 
sanctity.] 


DW? — for a designation‏ )730 מָהֶם, פְּסוּלִין. 
lower than their own, they are invalid.‏ 

Le., they are totally invalid; the service 
must be interrupted and the meat burned 
away from the Altar (see Gem. 11b with 
Rashi and Shitah Mekubetzes §2; Tos. 
2a, s.v. nw). Shimon derives his distinc- 
tion between lower and higher grades of 
offerings from Biblical exegesis (see Gem. 
11b). 7 

The Gemara (11b) questions what Shimon 
means by the term valid in the first part of 
his statement. If he means totally valid, to the 
extent that the owner has discharged his 
obligation, then in addition to his novel 
ruling that sacrifices of greater sanctity may 
be invalidated by being offered for a desig- 
nation of lesser sanctity, he also disputes the 
view of the anonymous Tanna given in 
mishnah 1 that whenever a sacrifice is 
offered for the wrong purpose the owner has 
not discharged his obligation. [Thus, Shi- 
mon’s view has elements of both stringency 
and leniency — it is stringent in invalidating 
any sacrifice offered for a designation of 
lesser sanctity, but lenient in comipletely 
validating sacrifices offered for the same or a 
higher level of sanctity, even to the extent of 
recognizing it as a fulfillment of the owner's 
obligation.] On the other hand, if by the term 


valid he means only that the offering itself is 
valid, but concurs that the owner has not 
fulfilled his obligation, then Shimon’s dis- 
agreement with the Tanna of the previous 
mishnah is only in invalidating sacrifices 
other than chatas and pesach when they are 
offered for a designation of lesser sanctity. 
His view therefore is exclusively a stringency 
(Tos. Yom Tov). 


How so?‏ — בִּיצַדל 
[Le., what is the definition of higher‏ 
and lower levels of sanctity?]‏ 


wiz — Most holy offerings‏ קַדָשִים 

[All the various types of offerings 
belong to one of two categories — most 
holy offerings [Dw Wz] and offer- 
ings of lesser holiness זקָדָשִים קלים]‎ 
These terms are based on the relative 
stringencies of the procedures for sacri- 
ficing the offerings, and the manner of 
their consumption, and will be explained 
further in chapter 5. The category of 
most holy offerings includes the chatas, 
asham, olah and communal shelamim 
offerings”! (see below, mishnahs 5:1-5).] 


ow? www — which he‏ קָרָשִים קלים 
slaughtered for an offering of lesser‏ 
holiness designation‏ 

[Offerings of lesser holiness include 
the regular shelamim, todah, nazir’s ram, 
bechor (firstborn), maaser- offering, and 
pesach-offering (see below, mishnah 5:6- 


1. Keren Orah speculates whether Shimon accepts the disqualification of chatas and pesach 
offerings slaughtered for another designation, as formulated by the Tanna of mishnah 1, and 
he merely adds the disqualification of offerings slaughtered for a lesser-sanctity designation, 
or whether his rule regarding disqualification is categorical — only offerings slaughtered for 
lesser-sanctity designation are disqualified. Thus a pesach-offering slaughtered for an olah 
designation would be valid according to Shimon. 


2. Tos. R’ Akiva (to mishnah 1) makes the point that the disqualification arising out of 
slaughtering for a designation other than its own applies to communal offerings as well as to 
those of individuals (cf. Rav and Tos. Yom Tov there). 
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3. A pesach-offering which was slaughtered on the 
morning of the fourteenth [of Nissan] for a 


designation other than its own — R’ Yehoshua validates 
[it] as if it had been slaughtered on the thirteenth; [but] 
Ben Beseira invalidates [it] as if it had been slaughtered 
in the afternoon. Said Shimon ben Azai: I have received 
a tradition from the seventy-two Sages, on the day that 
they appointed R’ Elazar ben Azaryah to the Yeshivah, 
that all sacrifices that are eaten, which were slaughtered 
for a designation other than their own, are valid; but 
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The Gemara (12a) concludes that Ben 
Beseira concurs with R’ Yehoshua that a 
pesach-offering is invalid if slaughtered 
on the morning of the fourteenth. Never- 
theless, he asserts that during the entire 
day — even in the morning — the 
offering is considered to have reached its 
proper time, because part of the day is 
actually fit for slaughtering the offering 
(Rav from Gem. 12a). 


WK‏ שמָעון 12 עזאי: 7220 אָנִי מִפִי שְבְעִים 
win OPI Py OW‏ רַבִּי MWY 12 Wes‏ 
Said Shimon ben Azai: I have‏ — בִּישִיבָה, 
received a tradition from the [lit., mouth‏ 
of] seventy-two Sages, on the day that‏ 
they appointed R’ Elazar ben Azaryah to‏ 

the Yeshivah, 


16, on the day that R’ Elazar ben 
Azaryah was appointed to be the Nasi 
(lit, prince, or president) of the San- 
hedrin, as told in Berachos 27b, 28a (and 
Yerushalmi there 4:1). The Gemara there 
relates that because of what the members 
of the Sanhedrin perceived as a series of 
injustices committed by Rabban Gamliel, 
the reigning Nasi of that time, against R’ 
Yehoshua, they deposed Rabban Gamliel 
and appointed R’ Elazar ben Azaryah in 
his stead. 

The number seventy-two which is used 
here in regard to the Sages is curious. The 
Sanhedrin consisted of seventy or seventy- 
one sages (Sanhedrin 1:6) [depending on 
whether the head of the Sanhedrin is counted 
or not (see Tos., Sanhedrin 3b, s.v. ,1(רי יהודה‎ 
but surely not seventy-two. Rashash (to 
Sanhedrin 16b) conjectures that since Rab- 
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ban Gamliel continued to participate in all 
the deliberations of that Sanhedrin even after 
his ouster (as is clear from the Gemara), the 
mishnah acknowledges this by counting him 
among the consensus of seventy-two Sages. 
He also suggests that although the leadership 
of the Sanhedrin was ideally invested in one 
person, nevertheless, from the days of Yose 
ben Yoezer on, the leadership was shared by 
two people, the Av Beis Din and the Nasi. 
The former’s presence was essential to the 
Sanhedrin and he was counted among its 
seventy-one members. The latter’s presence 
was not essential, so the quorum of seventy- 
one was filled without him. When he did 
attend, there were seventy-two Sages. 

The Gemara (12b) comments on the use of 
the singular qpr (lit., Sage) instead of the 
plural זְקָנִים‎ (Sages). This usage highlights 
the unanimity of opinion on the point Ben 
Azai cites in the name of this Sanhedrin; they 
gave this ruling speaking as one. 


ON Saw — that all sacri-‏ הַנָּאָכָלִים, 
fices that are eaten,‏ 

{Le., all categories of sacrifices that 
have a part of ] eaten. This includes 
all sacrifices except for the olah and 
certain rare types of chatas. The meat of 
all other sacrifices is eaten, either by 
Kohanim or by their owners. Only the 
olah is burnt in its entirety on the Altar.] 

Communal chataos, such as those of 
Yom Kippur, and the bulls and goats 
that are burned (see below, 5:1,2), are also 
not eaten, but are taken to a place outside 
of Jerusalem after their blood is sprin- 
kled, and burned there in their entirety. 


VY אֶלָא שָלא‎ OWS RW? KW שָנִזְבְּחוּ‎ 
חוּבָה;‎ own לִבְּעָלִים‎ — which were 
slaughtered for a designation other than 
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נגז ADA‏ שְשְחָטו בְּשְחָרִית בְּאַרְבָעָה Wwy‏ 
now‏ לשמ - רבַבִּי יהושָעַ 


זבחים 
א/ג 


מַכְשִיר KD‏ נִשְחַט בַּשְלשָה a wy‏ בְּתִירָא 
YND 7018‏ נִשְחַט pa‏ הָעַרְבִּים. אָמַר שמעון בַּן 
73RD PRY‏ אָנִי BN‏ שַבְעִים OW‏ זָקן, OMA‏ 
שָהושִיבוּ MY Ta ves a]‏ בִּישִיבָה, bay‏ 
ONIN‏ הַּאָכָלִים שָנְִבְּחוּ שֶָלא ow Pew?‏ 


יד אברהם 


requirements accompanying the offering 
of the shelamim. The shelamim requires 
the rite of leaning (semichah) prior to 
slaughter, and its blood is thrown to the 
Altar in two double applications (see 
5:6,7). It is also accompanied by ne- 
sachim, wine libations. By comparison, 
the bechor and maaser offerings have 


הַפֶּסַח שֶשְחָטו בְּשְחָרִית Ivy TYZINA‏ שֶלא 
inw> -- A pesach-offering which was‏ — 
slaughtered on the morning of the four-‏ 
teenth [of Nissan] for a designation other‏ 

than its own — 

[Mishnah 1 taught that the pesach- 
offering is disqualified when it is slaugh- 
tered for another designation. However, 
as stated there, this disqualification ap- 
plies only to a pesach-offering slaugh- 
tered in its proper time. Obviously, the 
afternoon of the fourteenth of Nissan 
(Erev Pesach) is included in this defini- 
tion, since it is the time in which the 
pesach should properly be offered. The 
mishnah now considers whether this 
period extends to include the morning of 
the fourteenth as well, when the pesach- 
offering may not yet be slaughtered.] 


רַבִּי יָהוּשָעַ KD VWI‏ נִשְחַט mw >wa‏ עָשָר; 
R’ Yehoshua validates [it] as if it had‏ — 
been‘slaughtered on the thirteenth;‏ 
Since a pesach-offering is not valid if‏ 
it is slaughtered on the morning of the‏ 
fourteenth, if one is slaughtered at that‏ 
time, it must be treated as a pesach-‏ 
offering slaughtered outside its proper‏ 
time. As explained in mishnah 1, such a‏ 
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their blood applied only once to the Altar 
and do not require semichah or libations 
(see 5:8; Rav, Rashi; Gem. 11b). 

The halachah does not follow either 
Shimon the brother of Azaryah or Yose 
ben Choni (Rav), but the view of the 
anonymous Tanna of mishnah 1 (Ram- 
bam; Hil. Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1). 


3. 


pesach-offering is classified as a she- 
lamim, and it is therefore valid if slaugh- 
tered for a designation other than its own 
(Rav; Rashi). 

The Gemara (8b) adduces a baraisa which 
makes the curious point that a pesach which 
is offered before its time is valid only if it was 
intended for a designation other than its own. 
Although a pesach is potentially a shelamim 
outside its proper time, this becomes a fact 
only if its pesach designation is removed 
from it (by an expression of intent that it not 
be a pesach). If it was offered as a pesach, 
however, the premature offering retains its 
pesach designation and is consequently in- 
valid by reason of being offered outside its 
proper time. 

Once the proper time for offering the 
pesach has passed, there is question whether 
the offering’s pesach designation must be 
expressly removed עָקִירָה]‎ *y3] or whether 
the offering is automatically converted to a 
shelamim [since it can no longer be used as a 
pesach] (see Pesachim 64a; Tos. there 60b, 
s.v. (בשאר‎ and Tos. cited in Shitah Mekubet- 
zes here 8b §2; see also Keren Orah to Gem. 
8b). 


- 12 בְּתִירָא KD DIB‏ נִשְחַט pa‏ הָעַרְבִּים. 
[but] Ben Beseira invalidates [it] as if it‏ 
had been slaughtered in the afternoon.‏ 


[46] 


1 they are not credited to the owner as fulfillment of his 


obligation; except for the pesach and chatas offerings. 


Ben Azai added only the olah offering, but the Sages did 


not concur with him. 


4. | [f] one slaughtered a pesach-offering and a chatas 

offering for a designation other than their own, 
[or] he received [their blood], or conveyed [it], or threw 
[it] for a designation other than their own, or for their 
designation and for a designation other than their own, 
or for a designation other than their own as well as for 
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mishnah 1. The mishnah repeats this 
now to clarify that this disqualification 
takes effect during the other three blood 
avodos as well.] 

The mishnah spells out this principle 
in regard to the pesach and chatas 
offerings because it concerns their total 
invalidation. However, the same princi- 
ple applies to all other offerings in regard 
to crediting them towards the fulfillment 
of the owner's obligation (Rav; Rambam 
Comm.; see Gem. 4a). 

There is an additional implication in 
the formulation of the mishnah. Only 
during one of these four blood avodos 
can an offering be invalidated (either 
fully or partially) by improper intent. An 
improper intent before, between, or after 
these avodos cannot invalidate (Ram- 
bam Comm. ). [For example, an improper 
intention during the avodah of burning 
the sacrificial parts upon the Altar has no 
effect at all upon the validity of an 
offering. ] 

Nevertheless, it is proper for even the 
burning to be done with the correct intention 
(Tos. 2a, s.v. ;כל‎ see also Rashi to Lev. 1:9). 
Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:11), how- 
ever, seems to imply that there is no necessity 
at all for proper intention during the burn- 
ing, as pointed out by his commentators. 
Keren Orah (to 2a), on the other hand, asserts 
that Rambam too accepts Tosafos’ view. 


ww? וְשֶלא‎ paw> או‎ — or for their 
designation and for a designation other 
than their own, 

1.6. instead of performing one of the 


[49] 
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four blood avodos entirely for the wrong | 
designation, he performed it with contra- 
dictory intentions: At the beginning of 
the particular avodah he intended the 
offering for its designated purpose, but 
later [during the same avodah] he in- 
tended it for another designation (Rav; 
Rashi). 


This mishnah appears almost verbatim in 
Pesachim (5:2). There, the Gemara (Pesachim 
59b, 60b) ponders the question of how to 
view an avodah performed with contradic- 
tory intentions and concludes that this de- 
pends on the disagreement between R’ Yose 
and R’ Meir (Temurah 5:4) regarding a 
parallel situation. R’ Meir’s opinion is that in 
such a case the first intention is paramount 
ראשון]‎ yw vipn] while the second one is 
disregarded. R’ Yose, however, rules that 
both intentions must be considered equal [x 
DN} DINK דְּבָרָיו‎ Waa]. The Gemara questions 
which view is represented by the mishnah. If 
the statement about contradictory intentions 
refers to a single avodah (as explained 
above), it represents R’ Yose’s view. Since 
both intentions must be considered, the 
offering is invalidated by the intention for 
another designation, even though it is the 
second of the two intentions. According to R’ 
Meir, however, there would be no reason to 
invalidate, since the second intention is 
disregarded. However, if the mishnah refers 
to two avodos, each performed with a single 
intention which contradicts the intention of 
the other avodah, then it can represent eveh 
the view of R’ Meir. For example, if the 
offering was slaughtered for its proper desig- 
nation, but the blood was received for 
another designation, even R’ Meir would 
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אֶלָא שַלא עָלוּ לִבְּעָלִים yan sain own‏ מן 
הַפְּסַח וּמִן הַחַטָאת. ולא הוסיף ONTY J2‏ אֶלָא 


זבחים 
אוגיר 


הָעולָה, ולא הודו לו חַכָמִים. 


mew? וְהחַטָאת שָשְמֶטַָן שלא‎ MOBI נדז‎ 
או‎ TOW? NOW PIM קְבּל, וְהָלַךְ,‎ 
— ew?) TRWe NOW או‎ TW? RW) TW? 


יד אברהם 


their own, are valid; but they are not 
credited to the owner as fulfillment of 
his obligation; 

[Ben Azai reported an alternate version 
of the law regarding sacrifices offered for 
a designation other than their own. In his 
version, the rule validating these sacri- 
fices without crediting them to the owner 
is limited to sacrifices which are partially 
eaten. ] 


yin — except for the‏ מן הַפָּסַח pai‏ הַחַטָאת. 
pesach and chatas offerings.‏ 

[Although the pesach-offering as well 
as most types of chatas offerings are in 
the category of offerings which are 
eaten, Ben Azai agrees that they form an 
exception to the rule and are invalid 
when slaughtered for another designa- 
tion.] 


Ben Azai‏ — וְלא הוסיף בָּן NITY‏ אֶלָא הָעוּלָה, 
added only the olah offering,‏ 

Ben Azai’s ruling is identical with the 
ruling given by the Tanna Kamma of 
mishnah 1 except for his restriction of it 
to offerings which are eaten. The only 


effect of this restriction is to exclude the 
olah from this leniency. Thus, whereas 
the Tanna of mishnah 1 validates even 
an olah slaughtered for a designation 
other than its own, Ben Azai considers it 
invalid (Rav; Rashi). 

[The various chataos that are not eaten are 
in any case excluded, by virtue of their being 
chatas offerings.] 


but the Sages did‏ — ולא הודוּ לו חָכָמִים. 
not concur with him.‏ 

The Sages of Ben Azai’s day did not 
accept his view, although he supported it 
with the authority of the Sanhedrin of a 
previous generation (Tif. Yis.). The 
Gemara (13a) concludes that Ben Azai 
did not have a Scriptural basis for his 
ruling. His ruling was based solely on the 
tradition he received from the seventy- 
two Sages, whose authority he invoked 
for this view. 

[Probably the Sages contending with Ben 
Azai did not contradict the unanimous ruling 
of the Sanhedrin of a previous generation, 
but rather rejected Ben Azai’s tradition that 
such a ruling had been pronounced.] 


4. 


Dap tw? Xow הַפֶּסַח וְהַחַטָאת שֶשְמָטָן‎ 
die... Ww? תרק שָלא‎ AN — 1 
one slaughtered a pesach-offering and a 
chatas offering for a designation other 
than their own, [or] he received [their 
blood], or conveyed [it], or threw [it] for a 
designation other than their own, . 
they are invalid. 

[As explained above, the four avodos, 
beginning with nynw, slaughtering, 
and continuing with map, receiving the 
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blood, ,הוּלְכָה‎ conveying the blood to the 
Altar, and culminating with 27, 
throwing the blood onto the wall of the 
Altar, constitute the ,עְבוְדַת הַדֶּם‎ the blood 
service, which validates the sacrifice. The 
mishnah teaches that improperly desig- 
nating the purpose of any of these four 
avodos invalidates the pesach and 
chatas offerings. The disqualification for 
slaughtering for a designation other than 
its own has already been stated in 


[48] 


ol 


their own designation — they are invalid. What is [an 
example of] ‘for its own designation and for a 
designation other than its own’? For a pesach designa- 
tion and a shelamim designation. What is [an example 
of] ‘for a designation other than its own as well as for its 
own designation’? For a shelamim designation and fora 
pesach designation. For a sacrifice can be invalidated 
during [any of] four things: During s'aughter, reception 
[of the blood], conveying [to the Altar], and throwing 
(upon the Altar]. R’ Shimon validates in [the case of] 
conveying. For R’ Shimon used to say: It is impossible 
[to make an offering] without slaughtering, receiving, 
or throwing [the blood]; but it is possible without 
conveying [it] — [because] one can slaughter [the 
offering] at the side of the Altar and throw [the blood 
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nation and for a pesach designation. 

The choice of the shelamim offering to 
serve as an example of the intent for a 
designation other than its own is signifi- 
cant. The mishnah makes the point that 
although the pesach-offering is a she- 
lamim of sorts (see above 1:3; Pesachim 
9:6, 96b), nevertheless a pesach-offering 
[in its proper time] which is intended as a 
shelamim is considered to have been 
offered for a designation other than its 
own, and is invalid (Tosafos Chadashim; 
ifmeyis.): 


שְהַוָבַח W|I‏ בְּאַרְבָּעָה דְבָרִים: בִּשְחִיטָה, 
For a sacrifice‏ - וּבְקְבּוּל, וּבְהלוּך, MIWA‏ 
can be invalidated during [any of] four‏ 
things: During slaughter, reception [of‏ 
the blood], conveying [to the Altar], and‏ 

throwing [upon the Altar]. 

[This is already known from the 
beginning of the mishnah. This recapitu- 
lation serves only to introduce R’ Shi- 
mon’s dissenting opinion.] 


R’ Shimon‏ — רַבִּי jiynw‏ מַכְשִיר בְּהלוּך. 
validates in [the case of] conveying.‏ 

[R’ Shimon does not accept that an 
offering can be invalidated by improper 
intent during the avodah of ,הלוּך‎ con- 
veying the blood to the Altar.] 
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NOV אֶפְשָר‎ ON שֶָהָיָה רַבִּי שמָעון אומַר:‎ 
Dax בְזְרִיקָה;‎ XW) TZIPI KIWI TNA 
שָלא בְהַלוּךְ - שוחט בְּצַר הַמִזְבָּחַ‎ AWN 
וְזורק.‎ - For R’ Shimon used to say: It is 
impossible [to make an offering] without 
slaughtering, receiving, or throwing [the 
blood J; but it is possible without convey- 
ing [it] — [because] one can slaughter 
[the offering] at the side of the Altar and 

throw [the blood there]. 

R’ Shimon asserts that an avodah 
which is not indispensable to the offering 
procedure is not classified under the term 
avodah, and an improper intent ex- 
pressed during such an avodah can 
therefore not invalidate the offering. 
Holachah, conveying the blood, is dis- 
pensable, since it is possible to slaughter 
the animal close enough to the Altar so 
that there is no necessity to convey its 
blood. Accordingly, even if it was 
slaughtered further away and the blood 
was conveyed for the wrong designation, 
the offering is not invalidated. 

The Sages [as expressed in the view of 
the anonymous first Tanna ] disagree and 
hold that although conveying the blood 
is not indispensable, it is nevertheless 
classified under the term avodah, and its 
performance for a designation other than 
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ְּסוּלִים. כִּיצַד Kdw) pow’?‏ לָשֶמֶן? nos ow?‏ 
ּלֶשֶם שָלָמִים. שָלא Taw?‏ וְלַשֶמֶן? ow‏ שִלָמִים 


זבחים 
א/ד 


ow’)‏ הַפֶּסַח. שֶהַוָּבַח נִפֶסֶל בְַּרְבְּעָה דְבָרִים: 
בְּשְחִיטָה, וּבְקְבּוּל, וּבְהלוּך, APA‏ רַבִּי שמָעון 
מַכְשִיר בְּהַלוּך. שְהָיָה רַבִּי שמָעון NIN‏ אי 
WEN‏ שָלא בְשְחִיטָה, NOW)‏ בקְבְּלָה, NOW)‏ 
TNA‏ אַבָל vw - 972 NPY WK‏ בְּצַד 


:יד אברהם 


agree that each intention has its effect (since 
each is the intent of a separate avodah), and 
that the offering is therefore invalidated! 
The Gemara there does not resolve the 
question of the authorship of the mishnah. 
The halachah, however, is in accord with R’ 
Yose’s view (see Rambam, Hil. Temurah 2:4), 
and the commentators (Rav, Rashi) interpret 
the mishnah according to his view (see Tos. 
Yom Tov to Pesachim 5:2; and the Yad 
Avraham commentary there). 


or for a‏ — או שָלא pow) pow?‏ - פְּסוּלִים. 
designation other than their own as well‏ 
as for their own designation — they are‏ 
invalid.‏ 

[In this case, the improper designation 
preceded the proper one. In all of the 
cases mentioned so far in this mishnah, 
the pesach and chatas offerings are 
invalid because of their improper desig- 
nation.] 

According to the view (above) that the 
contradictory intentions in the mishnah refer 
to one avodah, the point brought out in this 
segment is that the position of the improper 
intent is not important. Precedence of the 
proper intent is not grounds for validating 
the offering (in spite of R’ Meir’s view to the 
contrary; see Pesachim 59b). Neither can the 
offering be validated by positioning the 


proper intent at the end. The mishnah thus 
also runs contrary to the view of the Tanna 
Ben Nanas (Bava Basra 105a), who considers 
the closing part of a contradictory statement 
as the decisive factor. The mishnah negates 
both of these views (Tos., Pesachim 60a, 
s.v. .(שלא‎ 

However, according to the view that the 
mishnah speaks about contradictory inten- 
tions expressed in two different avodos (see 
above), nothing new is learned from this 
clause of the mishnah. We already know that 
improper intent in even one of the avodos 
invalidates. Thus we must conclude that this 
clause is included merely to preserve the 
symmetry of the mishnah. Because the mish- 
nah has stated that in a case of for its 
designation and for a designation other than 
its own the offering is invalid, the mishnah 
states that the converse is also true (Pesachim 
60a). 


py noe לָשָמֶן? לֶשֶם‎ KW) TW? Ty°D 
mngy ov pws) iw? שְלָמִים. שָלא‎ 
הַפֶּסַח.‎ ow; — What is [an example of] 
‘for its own designation and for a desig- 
nation other than its own’? For a pesach 
designation and a shelamim designation. 
What is [an example of] ‘for a designa- 
tion other than its own as well as for its 
own designation’ ? For a shelamim desig- 


1. The Gemara (Pesachim 60a) points out, however, that this part of the mishnah cannot 
simply .be referring to two separate avodos, since in that case this segment of the mishnah 
would merely be a repetition of the first clause of the mishnah which states that an offering 
can be invalidated during any of the four blood avodos. The Gemara therefore elaborates that 


while this clause speaks about 


contradictory intentions concerning two avodos, these 


intentions were nevertheless expressed during a single avodah. For example, the slaughter 
was intended for the proper designation but with an additional intention to perform the 
zerikah (throwing) for another designation. This latter intention is viewed as if it were 
actually expressed during the zerikah מַעָבוּדָה לַעָבוּדָה)‎ pawn), and we therefore consider the 
zerikah as having been performed with an intent for another designation. 
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there]. R’ Eliezer says: [If] one walks where he must 


1 walk, the intent invalidates, but if [one walks] where he 
need not walk, the intent does not invalidate. 


1. ny sacrifice whose blood was received by a 
non-Kohen, [or] an onein, [or] a tevul yom, [or] 
one who lacks vestments, [or] one who lacks atonement, 
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case in which the Kohen first moved away 
from the Altar, then proceeded towards the 
Altar and improperly intended it for another 
designation while retracing his steps. Al- 
though walking the additional distance to- 
wards the Altar is now necessary, it is 
necessitated not by the location of the 
slaughter and reception of the blood, but by a 
previous, unnecessary movement away from 
the Altar. The matter is the subject of a 
dispute between Amoraim. In one view, the 
determination of the required walk is fixed at 


the time the blood is received; this added 
conveying is therefore deemed unnecessary 
and it cannot invalidate. Another view, 
however, considers the distance to be deter- 
mined as of the time the blood is actually 
carried towards the Altar; accordingly, even 
the additional conveying would be judged as 
necessary and an improper intention at that 
moment would invalidate. 

The halachah is not in accord with the 
views of either R’ Eliezer or R’ Shimon 
(Rav; Rambam Comm.). 


Chapter 2 


1 


There are a number of ways in which an essential facet of the avodah can be 
invalidated and thereby invalidate the offering. The mishnah will list these here. All 
of these disqualifications are Biblical in nature, as pointed out in the Gemara (15b ff). 


Any sacrifice‏ — כָּל Dapw ona‏ בָּמָן 
whose blood was received by‏ 

[Receiving the blood is the second of 
the four blood avodos. It follows imme- 
diately after the slaughter and is part of 
the avodah of any animal offering. 
However, the disqualifications listed here 
for ְבָחִים‎ animal sacrifices, (lit., slaugh- 
tered things) also apply to minchah- 
(flour) offerings in regard to parallel 
facets of their service, as taught in 
Menachos 1:2.[ 

The mishnah uses kabbalah, receiving 
the blood to illustrate the disqualifica- 
tions which follow, and conspicuously 
skips over the avodah of shechitah, 
slaughtering. The reason for this is that 
none of the people listed below as 
disqualified are excluded from perform- 
ing the shechitah, as mishnah 3:1 will 
state explicitly. These disqualifications, 
however, do apply to the two avodos 


[53] 
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which follow receiving. All who are 
listed in this mishnah as disqualified are 
prohibited from performing the avodos 
of holachah, conveying the blood, and 
zerikah, throwing the blood upon the 
Altar, just as they are disqualified from 
receiving the blood (Hil. Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:22; see Gem. 14b). 
Should any of these people perform one 
of these three avodos, the offering is 
invalidated (Rambam ibid. 1:27). 

[The reason the mishnah lists all of the 
disqualifications in regard to receiving is 
probably because the disagreement (at the 
end of the mishnah) concerning the invalid- 
ity of an avodah which is done with the left 
hand concerns only receiving (see there).] 


a non-Kohen,‏ — זֶר, 

‘What is [the definition of] a non-Ko- 
hen? Whoever is not of Aaron’s male 
descendants’ (Rambam, Hil. Bias 
HaMikdash 9:1). 
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its own invalidates the offering (Rav; 
Rambam Comm. ). 

The above explanation is based on the 
hypothesis advanced in the Gemara (14b) by 
the Amoraim Rabbah and Rav Yosef. The 
Gemara derives as a corollary from this that 
according to R’ Shimon a non-Kohen may 
convey the blood, since conveying is not 
indispensable to the offering procedure and 
is hence not classified as an avodah. 

This interpretation is disputed by later 
Amoraim. According to the latter view no 
Tanna questions that the term avodah ap- 
plies to conveying. Nonetheless, R’ Shimon 
believes that in order to invalidate an offer- 
ing with an improper intent, the avodah 
must be one which plays a role in causing the 
offering to become permissible to eat (and to 
be burnt upon the Altar). This principle is 
derived from an analogy between the im- 
proper intent which forms the subject of our 
mishnahs, and the disqualification resulting 
from the improper intent of piggul (intent to 
eat the offering past its proper time; see 2:2). 
The latter disqualification is based on a verse 
in the Torah (Lev. 7:18) which clearly speaks 
about eating the offering, implying that the 
verse speaks of.an avodah which contributes 
to rendering the offering permissible to eat 
and burn on the Altar (Gem. as understood 
by a Tos. cited in Shitah Mekubetzes to 14b 
§2; cf. Rashi s.v. .(אפילו‎ [However, the first 
Tanna disagrees even in the case of piggul 
and disqualifies the offering if an improper 
intent was expressed during the avodah of 
conveying. ] 


R’ Eliezer says:‏ — רַבִּי אָלִיעָזֶר אוּמַר; 

In view of the fact that R’ Eliezer will 
modify the view of R’ Shimon, he must 
either have been a contemporary of R’ 
Shimon or from a succeeding generation. 
Thus, he cannot be R’ Eliezer ben Hurkanos 
[the well-known Tanna who is usually re- 
ferred to simply as R’ Eliezer], because that 
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Tanna was a mentor of R’ Akiva, who in 
turn taught R’ Shimon. The name Eliezer 
here is probably a corruption of Elazar and 
refers to R’ Elazar ben Shammua, a contem- 
porary of R’ Shimon (Meleches Shlomo, Tos. 
Chadashim). This emendation finds support 
in some manuscript versions (see Shinuyei 
Nuschaos) and in Rambam’s version of the 
Mishnah (see ed. Kafich). Rashi (15b, s.v. אי‎ 
(תניא‎ seems to have had the reading R’ Elazar 
ben R’ Shimon, ie., R’ Shimon’s son, who 
disputes his father’s ruling here (Meleches 
Shlomo, Tos. R’ Akiva; see Bach's emenda- 
tion to the mishnah on 13a). 


KW dpa 727‏ צָרִיך לְהַלךּ, הַמַּחַשָבָה 
[If] one walks where he must‏ — פוסֶלֶת, 
walk, the intent invalidates,‏ 

When the offering is slaughtered at a 
distance from the Altar, and it is there- 
fore necessary for the Kohen to walk 
with the blood to the Altar, then the act 
of conveying is considered an avodah 
with the power to disqualify through 
improper intent. However, only as much 
of that walk as is necessitated by the 
circumstances has the capacity to invali- 
date. Thus, if the Kohen improperly 
intended it for another designation while 
moving from the site of the slaughter 
toward the Altar, he invalidates the 
offering (Rav). 


וּבְמְקום WY Pw‏ לְהֶלךּ, ps‏ הַמַּחָשָבָה 
nbpin — but if [one walks] where he‏ 
need not walk, the intent does not‏ 
invalidate.‏ 

If the Kohen for some reason walks 
away from the Altar with the blood, his 
improper intent during his detour does 
not invalidate, since it was an unneces- 
sary walk (Rav). 

The Gemara (15b) ponders how to judge a 
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one whose hands and feet have not been washed,‏ [זס] 


1 for] who is uncircumcised, [or] who is tamei, [or by one 
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regular Kohen four. The Gemara (17b, 
18a) derives from Scriptural implication 
that, in regard to the sacrificial service, a 
descendant of Aaron is not classified a 
Kohen unless he is dressed in the appro- 
priate vestments. Without these he is 
regarded as a non-Kohen and therefore 
disqualifies any avodah he performs. 

The same disqualification applies to a 
Kohen Gadol wearing the vestments of a 
regular Kohen. Similarly, if a regular Kohen 
donned the additional four vestments worn 
by the Kohen Gadol the offering is invali- 
dated (Rav from Gem. 18a). Also, if he 
donned any other extraneous garment, or 
even if he wrapped a piece of cloth (measur- 
ing at least three fingers by three fingers) 
around his finger, the offering is disqualified 
(Rav from Gem. 18b, Rashi; cf. Hil. Klei 
HaMikdash 10:8). 


Furthermore, nothing is allowed to inter- 
pose between the vestments and the Kohen’s 
body. Thus, a Kohen performing the avodah 
may wear tefillin only on his head, not on his 
arm (Rav from Gem. 19a, Arachin 3b). 


[or] one who lacks‏ — מְחָסָּר כְּפוּרִים, 
atonement,‏ 
For certain tumah contaminations‏ 


(namely, zav, zavah, metzora, and a 
woman after childbirth; Kereisos 2:1), 
purification takes place in three stages: 
immersion in a mikveh, nightfall after 
the immersion, and the offering of spe- 
cial sacrifices on the next day. For these 
tumos, immersion itself removes the tu- 
mah restrictions as far as non-holy food- 
stuffs [chullin] and maaser sheni are 
concerned (as noted above), while night- 
fall removes the restrictions in regard to 
terumah. Thus, at nightfall of the day on 
which he immersed, the person may eat 
terumah (if he is a Kohen) even though 
he has not yet offered his post-tumah 
sacrifices. Nevertheless, a vestige of the 
tumah still remains until the proper 
sacrifices are offered. This vestigal tumah 
prohibits the person from eating sacrifi- 
cial foods [kodesh] (Rav; see Negaim 
14:3, Yevamos 74b). 


[55] 


That some vestige of tumah survives 
until the proper sacrifices are offered is 
deduced by the Gemara (19b) from the 
Torah’s statement in regard to a woman 
who brings her offerings after giving 
birth (Lev. 12:8): TIT) WT Wy 72, 
And the Kohen shall atone for her and 
she shall be purified, implying that prior 
to the atonement of her sacrifice she is 
considered tamei [to some degree] (Rav). 

The version of the mishnah printed in the 
Gemara differs somewhat from our version 
in that it 1156 כָּפוּרִים‎ TEM, one who lacks 
atonement, immediately after nr ,טְבוּל‎ tevul 
yom, and before 07732 701, one who lacks 
vestments. This seems also to have been 
Rashi’s reading [and seems logical because of 
the topical association between tevul yom 
and one who lacks atonement [. Rambam (see 
also ed. Kafich), however, has the version 
presented in our versions of the mishnah 
(Tos. Yom Tov). Indeed, from the sequence 
of the topics treated by the Gemara (see 17a, 
17b, 19b), it is clear that the Amoraim too 
had this version (Dikdukei Sofrim). 


[or] whose‏ — שָלא רְחוּץ op‏ וְרְגְלִים, 
hands and feet have not been washed,‏ 

The Torah (Ex. 30:19,20) mandates 
that the Kohanim wash their hands and 
feet before performing the avodah. The 
disqualification of the avodah is derived 
in the Gemara (17b-18a) by means of 
Biblical exegesis (Rav). 


‘Say — [or] who is uncircumcised, 

A verse in Ezekiel (44:9) referring to 
the sacrificial avodah compares the un- 
circumcised man to a non-Jew, implying 
that the former disqualifies the offering 
just as the latter does (Rav; Rambam 
Comm.). The Gemara (22b) adduces 
another verse there (v. 7) which states 
that someone who is uncircumcised will 
desecrate My House, an allusion to the 
invalidation of the avodah. 

Rashi (15b, et al.) understands that the 
disqualification of ar uncircumcised Kohen 
includes even someone who by Torah law 
has a legitimate reason not to circumcise 
himself, e.g., his older brothers died as a 
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The son of a Kohen and a woman prohib- 
ited to a Kohen in marriage (e.g., a divorcee; 
see Lev. 21:7) is known as a 99m [chalal], one 
whose Kehunah has been debased. Because of 
his tainted lineage a chalal is in most respects 
treated as a non-Kohen and he may therefore 
not perform the avodah. However, if he did 
perform any of the three blood avodos 
restricted to Kohanim, he does not invalidate 
the offering since he is nonetheless the 
offspring of a Kohen (Rambam, Bias HaMik- 
dash 6:10). This leniency is derived by the 
Gemara from Scripture. Kesef Mishneh there 
points out that Rambam’s source (Kiddushin 
66b) implies that this is so only if the tainted 
lineage was not known at the time the 
avodah was performed. Indeed this seems to 
be the understanding of Ramban et al. (there, 
citing Tosafos). Accordingly, we may as- 
sume that the term 11, non-Kohen, includes 
even descendants of Aaron whose Kehunah 
is known to have been debased. 


[or] an onein,‏ — אונן, 

(Upon the death of any of one’s seven 
closest relatives (father, mother, brother, 
unmarried sister, son, daughter, or 
spouse), a person enters a state of mourn- 
ing. The first stage of the mourning 
period is called minx, aninus; the 
mourner is then known as an ]j\K, onein. 
This period, which generally lasts one 
day (see below), is treated more strin- 
gently. If a Kohen is an onein, he is 
forbidden to perform the sacrificial 
avodah or partake of the offerings (see 
Lev. 10:19, Deut. 26:14). 

The prohibition to partake of offerings 
while an onein is implicit in the verses of 
Scripture listed above. The prohibition to 
perform the avodah, and the consequent 
invalidation of the offering, is derived by 
the Gemara (16a) from Biblical exegesis. 

The period of aninus consists of the 
day of the death and the night which 
follows. The day of death is Biblically 
classified as aninus. There is a dispute 
among Tannaim, however, whether the 
aninus category which is imposed on the 
night following the death is Biblical or 
Rabbinic (see Gem. 99b-10b). Rambam 
rules that it is only Rabbinically imposed. 
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If the deceased has not yet been buried, 
the relative remains an onein until the 
burial and for the remainder of that day, 
but all of this extended aninus is also 
Rabbinic (Hil. Bias HaMikdash 2:9,10, 
Maaser Sheni 3:6,7). [The implication 
from Rambam (Bias HaMikdash 2:6) is 
that during the period in which one is 
classified as an onein Rabbinically, he 
does not invalidate the avodah or offer- 
ing post-facto, even Rabbinically; he is 
merely restricted from performing the 
avodah and eating from the offerings (cf. 
Rashi 15b, s.v. [,(אונן‎ 


[or] a tevul yom [lit., one who‏ — טְבוּל יום, 
has immersed that day],‏ 

]16. a person who had been contami- 
nated with a Biblical tumah (ritual impu- 
rity) from which he purified himself with 
immersion in a mikveh. While tamei, a 
person is forbidden to eat sanctified 
foods, such as terumah, maaser sheni 
(second tithe) and kodesh (sacrificial 
foods), as well as to enter the Temple. 
Although immersion in a mikveh is 
sufficient to remove the tumah-contami- 
nation as it concerns non-holy foods 
(chullin) and maaser sheni, nevertheless 
a residue of the tumah lingers until 
nightfall, leaving him tamei in regard to 
sacrifices, terumah), and entering the 
Temple. A person in this reduced state of 
tumah is known 85 a tevul yom (one who 
has immersed that day), and the Gemara 
(17a) derives from Biblical exegesis that 
even a Kohen with this residual tumah 
invalidates the offering by his perform- 
ance of the avodah. } 

[or] one who lacks vest-‏ — מְחָפָּר בְּנָדִים, 
ments,‏ 

The Torah specifies certain vestments 
to be worn by the Kohanim when they 
perform the avodah. These vestments are 
described in Exodus (Ch. 28; see Rashi et 
al. there), and by Rambam (Hil. Klei 
HaMikdash 8:16-9:11; see also Yad 
Avraham commentary to Yoma 7:5). As 
mandated by the Torah, the Kohen 
Gadol must wear eight vestments, and a 
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2 who is] sitting, [or] standing upon utensils, [or] an 

1 animal, [or] his colleague’s feet — it is invalid. [If] one 
received [the blood] with his left [hand], he invalidates 
[it]; [but] R’ Shimon validates. 
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not be so considered. Furthermore, even if an 
animal is considered תג‎ interposition 
(thereby disqualifying the avodah of a Kohen 
standing on one), it might be argued that this 
is so only because it is not really considered 
the same as a human; but standing upon the 
foot of another person should not be consid- 
ered an interposition. The mishnah therefore 
teaches that even this is considered a disqual- 
ifying interposition. [As to why the rule 
about similar materials not qualifying as 
interpositions does not in fact apply here, see 
Tos. 110a, s.v. ,מין‎ Succah 37a, s.v.13; Ramban 
Hil. Bechoros, Vilna ed. p. 31, see also 
Teshuvos Avnei Nezer, Yoreh Deah 266.[ 


Sop — it is invalid [lit., he invalidates]. 

[In all the above instances, the blood 
received by the disqualified person or in 
the disqualified manner is invalidated. 
Accordingly, the avodah cannot be com- 
pleted with this blood.] 

However, only this blood has been 
invalidated, but not the offering as a 
whole. Thus, if blood fit for the avodah 
still gushes from the animal's neck, it can 
be received in the proper manner by a 
qualified Kohen and be used to complete 
the offering (Rambam, Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 1:28 from mishnah 3:1). Only if 
no other blood remains is the offering 
invalidated by default (since the avodah 
cannot be completed). This will be dis- 
cussed further at the end of the mishnah. 

The list of persons unfit to do the service is 
incomplete. The mishnah fails to mention 
those who have drunk wine יין]‎ ™nw], who 
have excessively long hair ראש]‎ 2y175], or 
who have physical blemishes מוּם]‎ "2y3]. 
Their mention is unnecessary because the 


Torah explicitly mentions 9191, disqualifica- 
tion, in connection with them (Tos. Yom Tov 
citing Tos. 15b, s.v. a1) Although women 
are not explicitly mentioned, they are in- 
cluded in the category of 7}, non-Kohen. As 
Rambam (Bias HaMikdash 9:1) defines it, 4 
is ‘whoever is not of the male seed of Aaron’ 
(Taharas HaKodesh). A chalal — ie., a 
descendant of Kohanim whose Kehunah 
status has been debased by a marriage 
prohibited to a Kohen (see ] surei Biah 19:1) — 
may also be included in the term non-Kohen 
(see Keren Orah and above, s.v. 11). 

Another unfit person not mentioned is a 
minor (see Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 
1:6). However, since the mishnah will teach 
us that all the unfit persons listed here are 
invalid only for the final three blood avodos 
[receiving, conveying, and throwing the 
blood] but are valid for slaughtering (see 
below, 3:1), whereas minors are disqualified 
even from slaughtering (see Rambam, ibid.), 
the mishnah does not include minors in this 
list. [This will be discussed further in the fn. 
to mishnah 3:1.] 


Sop Sxnwa Yap — [If] one received [the 
blood] with his left [hand], he invalidates 
[it]; 

[This Tanna requires the avodah to be 
performed with the right hand. Thus, if 
the Kohen received the blood of the 
slaughtered animal while holding the 
sacred vessel in his left hand, he invali- 


dates the blood.] 


[but] R’ Shimon‏ — בַבִּי yiynw‏ מַכְשִיר. 
validates.‏ 

[R’ Shimon validates blood received by 
a Kohen holding the vessel in his left 
hand, ruling that this avodah may be 


1. Although the Gemara (18a) derives the disqualification of those who have drunk wine 
merely from a gezeirah shavah, nevertheless a Biblical source is also cited there (17b) for this 
law. The Torah says concerning the prohibition against drinking wine (Lev. 10:10): 973797 
הַחל‎ pai wpa pa, And in order to differentiate between the holy and the profane. The term ,חל‎ 
profane, is understood as meaning the disqualified (see Rashi to Lev. 10:10). Tosafos consider 


this as an explicit mention (Chok Nassan). 


The disqualification of those with excessively long hair is problematic. The Gemara in 
Taanis (17b) states clearly that they do not disqualify the avodah. Moreover, the ban against 
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result of circumcision (see Shabbos 134a). 
Rabbeinu Tam (Tos. 22b s.v. ערל‎ et al.), 
however, asserts that the disqualification 
resulting from being uncircumcised attaches 
only to one who has neglected to be circum- 
cised, not to one who has a legitimate reason 
for not doing so. 

Although the only Scriptural basis for the 
rule concerning an uncircumcised Kohen is a 
verse in Ezekiel, nevertheless the prohibition 
and invalidation predate the verse and have 

' the standing of a Torah law; it isan Oral Law 
given to Moshe at Sinai which was later 
recorded by the prophet Ezekiel (Gem. 18b). 


[or] who is tamei,‏ — טָמָא, 

{If a Kohen who is completely tamei 
performs the avodah, it is invalid and he 
has invalidated the offering.] This could 
have been left unsaid, since it would 
have been inferred from the disqualifica- 
tions for a tevul yom and one who lacks 
atonement, which are lesser degrees of 
tumah and still invalidate the avodah 
and offering. Although it is the mish- 
nah’s practice occasionally to list explic- 
itly the various levels of a law even 
though one can be inferred from the 
other, logically the mishnah should at 
least have listed tamei before these dis- 
qualifications [since it.is the least novel]. 
However, because tamei is grouped with 
Say, one who is uncircumcised, else- 
where in Mishnah (see e.g., Yevamos 7:1), 
in listings which do not include a tevul 
yom and one who lacks atonement, this 
mishnah too lists one who is tamei 
together with one who is uncircumcised 
(Tos. Yom Tov). 


[or by one who is] sitting,‏ — יושב, 

The Torah says regarding the choice 
of the Kohanim to perform the avodah 
(Deut. 18:5): Tay? . . . בִּי בו בָּחַר ה' אֶלְהָיף‎ 
nw, for him [the Kohen] has HASHEM 
your God chosen...to ‘stand and serve.’ 
This allusion to the practice of standing 
during the avodah is repeated there (v. 7), 
indicating that standing is essential, and 
that departure from the practice disquali- 
fies the offering (Rav from Gem. 23b).") 
רַגְלִי‎ "2a כָלִים, עַל גַּבִּי בְהַמָה, על‎ "aa עַל‎ Ty 
- an — [or] standing upon utensils, 
[or] an animal, or his colleague's feet — 

When performing the avodah, the 
Kohen’s bare feet must be touching the 
floor of the Temple. The Gemara (24a) 
draws an analogy between the conse- 
crated Temple floor,”! and the conse- 
crated sacred vessels [nqw 7253]. In the 
case of the vessels, it is assumed that 
nothing may interpose between the Ko- 
hen’s hands and the vessel; the analogy 
therefore teaches that similarly nothing 
may interpose between the floor and the 
Kohen (Rav)."! 

The Gemara (24a) comments on the neces- 
sity of mentioning all three examples cited in 
the mishnah to illustrate this point. This is 
necessary because of the well-known rule 
regarding interposition [My*¥q] which is 
applied elsewhere, viz., that similar materials 
do not constitute interpositions to each other 
אִינו חוצֶץ)‎ wna pn; see Succah 37b et all). 
Thus it could have been argued that though 
a utensil is a disqualifying interposition in 
the case of a Kohen standing on a utensil, an 
animal, being of flesh like a person, should 


1. There is a cardinal rule regarding the laws of offerings which states that in order for a 
particular facet of the avodah to be essential and to invalidate by its absence, the Torah must 
state the rule which requires that facet at least twice לְעַכָּב]‎ mw] (see Gem. 238 et al.). Thus, 
had the requirement that the Kohen stand been stated only once, it would have been 
considered a non-critical requirement (mitzvah) ]1.6., a requirement whose omission does not 
invalidate the offering]. Only because the Torah repeats this requirement do we learn that it 
is critical to the validity of the avodah. 


2. King David consecrated the area that was to be the floor of the Temple and Courtyard 
(Rashi and Tos., based on Gem, further). 


3. The above is Rashi’s understanding of the Gemara; see Tosafos. 
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2 [If] it spilled on the floor and he gathered it [up], it is 
1 invalid. [If] he applied it on the ramp; [or] not opposite 
the [Altar’s] base; [or if] he applied that which should be 
applied to the lower (part] of [the Altar] above; or that 
which should be applied to the upper [part] below; [or] 
that which should be applied within [the Sanctuary] on 
the outside; or that which [should] be applied on the 
outside within [the Sanctuary] — it is invalid, but it 
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The phrase 11077 7339 KDW, not opposite 
the base, does not modify the previous 
phrase הַכָּבָש)‎ 72a Sy, upon the ramp), since 
no part of the ramp is over the base (see 
diagram in General Introduction). Rather, it 
is an independent ruling; thus, the conjunc- 
tion or must be interjected between these two 
phrases, as Rashi (25a) clearly indicates. 


[or if] he‏ — נָתַן wn? paps nx‏ לְמַעָלֶָ 
applied that which should be applied to‏ 
the lower [part] of [the Altar] above;‏ 

The blood of most offerings (olah, 
asham, shelamim, todah, bechor, 
maaser, pesach and bird-chatas) is 
thrown against the lower half of the 
Altar wall (see Rambam, Maaseh Hakor- 
banos 5:6). The Altar was marked with a 
red line at the height of five cubits to 
separate the Altar into lower and upper 
halves (Middos 3:1). If the blood of these 
sacrifices was thrown against the upper 
half of the Altar wall, the offering is not 
valid (Rav). 


1909 Toy? הַנַתָנִין‎ nig) — or that which 
should be applied to the upper [part] 
below; | 

[There are two offerings whose blood 
is applied to the top half of the Altar — 
the animal chatas and bird-olah. If their 
blood was placed on the lower half of the 
Altar, the offering is invalid.] - 

The Scriptural source to invalidate 
offerings whose blood was applied to the 


wrong half of the Altar is expounded in 
the Gemara on 52b. 


[or] that which‏ — אֶת DIT‏ בְּפְנִים, בַּחוּץ; 
should be applied within [the Sanctuary]‏ 
on the outside;‏ 

[There are a number of chatas offer- 
ings whose blood is brought into the 
,הִיבָל‎ Sanctuary, to be sprinkled there. 
Specifically, the ay SW 7133 פר הָעָלָם‎ 
bull for communal error (the chatas 
brought on behalf of the community 
when a majority of the people of Israel 
sinned as a result of an erroneous ruling 
of the Sanhedrin), and the ,פר כּהָן גָּדול‎ 
[chatas] bull of the Kohen Gadol, have 
their blood sprinkled in two places in the 
Sanctuary: (1) toward the center of the 
curtain separating the Holy (Kodesh) 
from the Holy of Holies (Kodesh HaKo- 
dashim), and (2) on the Golden Altar 
which stood inside the Sanctuary [and 
which was used primarily for incense]. 
Additionally, the blood of two of the 
chatas offerings brought on Yom Kip- 
pur is brought into the Holy of Holies 
and sprinkled there, in addition to appli- 
cations in the Sanctuary.] 


- הַנַּתָנִין בַּחוּץ, בַּפָנִיִם‎ Nx} — or that which 
[should] be applied on the outside within 
[the Sanctuary] — 

[Most offerings have their blood 
thrown or sprinkled upon the outer Altar 


from the corner (Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 5:7). Since this refers even to areas of the 
Altar over the base, the invalidations in our mishnah on the basis of not being over the base 
must refer specifically to the southeast corner, which is the only corner area not over the base. 


1. [The Gemara (53a) records a difference of opinion among the Tannaim concerning the 
placement of the blood of the chatas (whose blood must be placed on the upper four corners 
of the Altar). In the view of Rabbi, the blood may be placed anywhere on the corner of the 
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בְּפְנִים, בַּחוּץ; PIA NN}‏ בַּחוּץ, בְּפְנִים — פָּסוּל, 
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done with the left hand.] The difference 
of opinion between the Tanna Kamma 
and R’ Shimon has its roots in differing 
methods of Biblical exegesis (see Rav and 
Gem. 24a,b). [See Menachos 10b (and 
Tosafos there) regarding R’ Shimon’s 
view concerning other avodos. } 


ADONI הַרִצְפָּה‎ Sy yw — [If] it spilled on 
the floor and he gathered it [up], 

16, no utensil was positioned under 
the animal’s neck to receive the blood 
after the slaughter, so that the blood 
spurted out onto the floor of the Temple 
(Rav; Rashi). 

5305 — it is invalid. 

[The offering is invalid, because the 
blood gathered up was never properly 
received and thus cannot be used to 
complete the service. However, if blood is 
still spurting from the animal’s neck, it 
may be received and used to complete the 
service (see comm. to the end of the 
mishnah).] : 

(The mishnah, however, cannot be 
referring to blood which was properly 
received in a sacred vessel and then 
spilled onto the floor, because the mish- 
nah below (3:2) clarifies that in such a 
case the blood may be gathered up, 
replaced in the vessel, and the avodah 
can proceed. ] 


aa Sy wna — [If] he applied it on‏ הַכָּבָש; 
the ramp;‏ 

[This part of the mishnah refers to the 
avodah of throwing the blood [zerikah]. 
Instead of throwing the blood on the 
Altar as prescribed, the Kohen threw the 
blood on the ramp which serves as the 
approach to the top of the Altar.] 


[or] not opposite the‏ — שָלא 1339 הַיִסוד; 
[Altar’s] base;‏ 

[The Altar’s structure was recessed one 
cubit at a height of one cubit from the 
ground, so that the bottom cubit of the 
Altar was identifiable as the 1102, base, of 
the Altar (Middos 3:1). However, this 
base did not circle the entire Altar. 
Rather, it ran along its northern and 
western sides and extended one cubit 
around the northeast and southwest cor- 
ners (ibid.; see diagram in General Intro- 
duction). It is incumbent that the blood 
be thrown against a corner of the Altar 
which is over a part of the base (see 53b, 
51a). Ideally, the blood of the olah, 
asham, shelamim, and todah offerings 
are thrown to the northeast and south- 
west corners (see Tamid 4:1). The mish- 
nah makes the point that if the blood was 
thrown onto parts of the Altar which are 
not over the base, the offering is thereby 
disqualified. }") 


a person with long hair performing the avodah is not stated in the Torah but in Ezekiel (44:20). 
Tzon Kodashim suggests that the words ,פְּרוּעִי ראש‎ those with excessively long hair, are a 
scribal error in Tosafos and that they should be deleted. However, Keren Orah and Rashash 
point out that Tosafos (15b, s.v. (אתיא‎ understood the status of avodah performed by such 
people to be subject to a dispute of Amoraim; some disqualify the avodah and it is in reference 
to this view that Tosafos’ question here addresses itself. Although the disqualification of 
people with excessively long hair is not stated explicitly even according to this view, it is 
nevertheless derived by analogy with those who have drunk wine, and is therefore not stated 
by the mishnah (cf. Taharas HaKodesh). 


1. Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:9) limits the place of the zerikah [throwing] further and 
states: ‘If he put the blood further in from the corner ]1.6., away from the corner and towards 
the middle of the Altar], it is invalid.’ The blood must be applied no more than one cubit away 
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bears no kares [punishment]. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Though it is forbidden to eat the meat 
of these offerings, the Divine punish- 
ment of kares (excision) is not imposed 
upon an individual who does so (Rav; 
Rashi). 

The Gemara (27a) points out that since the 
mishnah finds it necessary to teach that there 
is no kares for eating the meat of these 
offerings, it must refer to a case in which one 
might wrongly assume that kares should be 
imposed. Now as stated, the case of the 
mishnah cannot give rise to such a miscon- 
ception, because there is never a penalty of 
kares for eating the meat of a disqualified 
sacrifice, even if its blood is not thrown at all. 
The only time there is a kares penalty for 
disqualified sacrificial meat is for an offering 
invalidated because of piggul intentions, i.e., 
the intention to eat it beyond its prescribed 
time (next mishnah), or for meat actually left 
over past its time [71N13, nossar]. The Gemara 
therefore concludes that this segment of the 
mishnah’s statement refers to an instance in 
which the Kohen not only applied the blood 
to the wrong place but also wrongfully 
intended that the offering be eaten beyond 
its prescribed time. Ordinarily, such a 
wrongful intent would render the offering 
piggul and place the ban of kares upon the 
consumption of its meat (Lev. 7:18; see next 
mishnah). However, as stated in mishnah 3 
below, the law of piggul applies only to an 
offering which would be valid except for its 
piggul intent. Nevertheless, it might have 


been thought that, although the offerings 
discussed here are invalid, piggul should 
nevertheless apply, since the offering is valid 
in regard to atoning for and fulfilling the 
owner’s obligation (and is invalid only in 
regard to the consumption of its meat). The 
mishnah teaches, therefore, that in order for 
the law of piggul to apply, the offering must 
be such that the meat would also be permit- 
ted for consumption had the Kohen not had a 
wrongful intent (Tos. Yom Tov). 


[This mishnah has listed many dis- 
qualifications relating to receiving the 
blood and applying it in the wrong place. 
These disqualifications, however, invali- 
date only the blood that was. actually 
received in the invalid manner, not the 
offering as a whole. Accordingly, if 
blood is 5011 gushing from the animal's 
neck,"! a qualified Kohen may receive the 
remaining blood properly and use it to 
complete the avodah and validate the 
offering (Rambam, Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 1:26,28). In this, the disqualifica- 
tions of this mishnah differ markedly 
from the proper-intent requirement of 
chapter 1. Improper intent invalidates the 
offering as a whole, not just the blood; 
thus, receiving the remaining blood and 
proceeding with the avodah would be of 
no avail, since the offering has already 
been invalidated.] 


2 


Piggul‏ פָּגוּל 65י 


A number of wrong intentions may invalidate an offering if stated during the 
blood avodos. Two of these — for other than its designation and for other than its 
owner — have already been discussed in the first chapter. There are, however, another 
two improper (and forbidden) intentions which invalidate an offering. 


(a) tay yin ,מַחָשָבֶּת‎ Intent to consume the offering beyond its allotted time. 


Each category of offering is allotted a set amount of time for its consumption; these 
are detailed in chapter 5. If one intended to consume the offering beyond its proper 


1. The blood must be from the w5377 04, literally, life-blood (Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 
1:26). This is defined in this context as the blood which gushes forth from the cut in the neck 
as a result of the shechitah, not the blood which merely drips out [after the gushing has 
ceased] (see Kereisos 22a; cf. Rambam, Maachalos Asuros 6:3 and Lechem Mishneh ad loc.). 
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PX) oar‏ בו כָּרַת. 


ב/א 
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)1.6., the one which stands in the Court- 
yard). Indeed, the Torah (Lev. 6:23) states 
that if the blood of a regular chatas is 
brought into the Sanctuary, the offering 
is disqualified. According to some Tan- 
naim (see 8:11, Gem. 81b), this disqualifi- 
cation is extended to all the regular 
offerings whose blood is applied only to 
the outer Altar.] 


53103 — it is invalid, 

{In all of these cases, since the blood 
was not applied where it was supposed to 
be applied, the offering is invalid.] 

The Gemara (26b), however, states 
that the term invalid here does not have 
its usual connotation of completely inval- 
idating the offering. Rather, it means 
only that the offering is invalid to the 
extent that its meat may not be eaten, but 
the offering has effected atonement for 
the owner, and he has discharged his 
obligation with it and need not bring 
another offering. This is based on the 
principle that כָּמִקומו דָמִי‎ mipna Xow, the 
incorrect place for it [the blood applica- 
tion] is also treated as its place, i.e., that 
blood applied to the wrong place on the 
Altar is not considered to having been 
merely spilled out, but is treated as a 
sacrificial blood application, with the 
power to effect atonement, though not to 
permit the meat to be eaten. The Torah’s 
statement regarding the blood of animals 
(Lev. 17:11(  ַחּבְזִמַה-לַע לָכֶם‎ ynni NI 
עַל-נְפְשתִיכֶם‎ 1539, and I have given it to 
you upon the Altar to atone for 
yourselves, implies that wherever the 


blood is applied upon the Altar, it effects 
atonement (Rav from Gem. 26b)." 


Chazon Ish (7:1, from Gem. 84a) notes that 
just as the meat may not be eaten, so too the 
sacrificial parts may not be placed upon the 
Altar to be burnt by the fire. 

Tosafos (26b, s.v. (אמר‎ speculate whether 
the Gemara’s ruling that only the meat is 
invalid but the owner has discharged his 
obligation refers solely to those offerings 
whose blood has been applied to the wrong 
place on the correct Altar, or whether it 
applies even to those whose blood has been 
applied to the wrong Altar (e.g., a chatas 
whose blood should have been applied in the 
Sanctuary but which was applied instead to 
the outer Altar). Citing Rashi, however, they 
note that a chatas whose blood belongs on 
the outer Altar must certainly be completely 
invalidated if its blood was applied to the 
inner Altar and cannot effect atonement. 
This is because a chatas is disqualified by 
having its blood merely enter the Sanctuary 
(Lev. 6:23; see mishnah 8:11,12). 

Another point which Tosafos assume as 
definite is that in the case of blood applied to 
the ramp, the invalidation is complete, even 
in regard to atonement, since the ramp 
cannot be classified as an Altar in regard to 
blood placement. However, an anonymous 
gloss appended to our Tosafos disputes this 
and asserts that the ramp is classified as part 
of the Altar even in this regard. 

Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:10) 
seems to disregard all these fine distinctions 
and rules that the offering atones in all 
instances (Keren Orah; cf. Even HaAzel and 
Chazon Ish 7:2). 


Px) — but it bears no kares‏ בו כָּרָת. 
[punishment].‏ 


Altar as long as it is applied along the upper half of the corner. However, R’ Eliezer ben R’ 
Shimon asserts that the application is valid only on the cubit high ‘horns’ which protrude up 
from the Altar’s top at each of its four corners .[קרְנות הַמִּזְבְּחַ]‎ Since according to this latter 
opinion the offering is invalid even if the blood is applied to the upper half of the Altar below 
the horns, the disqualification which is stated here for placing the blood on the lower half of 
the Altar must either reflect the view of Rabbi or refer only to the bird olah.] 


1. This reflects the position of the Amora Shmuel, which Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 
2:10) accepts as the halachah. It is also essentially the view of Resh Lakish, but it is disputed 
by R’ Yochanan (27a) who considers the offering to be completely invalidated by the 
wrong-place application of its blood. R’ Yochanan’s view is that לָאו כְּמְקומו דָמִי‎ inipna ,שֶלא‎ 
the incorrect place for the blood is not [treated as] its place. 
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2 2. | Tf] one slaughters a sacrifice to throw its blood 
2 outside, or part of its blood outside; to burn its 
sacrificial parts outside, or part of its sacrificial parts 


YAD AVRAHAM 
Chiddushei HaGriz to 13b)."! Thus, if the Kohen performed one of the blood avodos 


with the intent either to eat the meat of the offering or burn its sacrificial parts on the 
Altar beyond the proper time, the offering becomes piggul. Similarly, if he had in 
mind either to eat its meat or burn its sacrificial parts outside their prescribed areas, the 
offering is invalid. 

The Kohen professing such disqualifying intentions transgresses a negative 
command. The words (Lev. 7:18) awn? ,ל א‎ it shall not be counted, are construed to be 
read awn? ,לא‎ he may not intend [disqualifying intentions] (Gem. 29b; Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:1-2).”) 


nia הַשוחַָט אֶת‎ — [If] one slaughters a 
sacrifice 

Le., a shelamim or any of the offerings 
whose meat is eaten (Rav; Rashi). [This 
is evident from the mishnah’s statement 
below concerning the intent . .. to eat its 
meat outside. The intention to eat the 
meat of an offering which may not be 
eaten (e.g., an olah) does not disqualify 
(see mishnah 3:3).] 


my pry — to throw its blood‏ בַּחוּץ, 
outside,‏ 

Le., outside the Temple Courtyard (Tif. 
Yis.; see Hil. Pesulei HaMukdashin 
13:11). [In regard to blood even the 
Temple Mount is classified as outside, 
since no blood may be applied there. 

As explained in the preface, the intent 


to consume the offering outside its ap- 
pointed place renders it invalid. In this 
context, the term consumption includes 
consumption by the Altar, which in a 
broad sense includes both burning the 
sacrificial parts upon the Altar and ap- 


plying the blood to it.] 


or part of its blood‏ — או NypN‏ דָּמו בַּחוּץ; 
outside;‏ 

[Le., the offering is invalidated even 
though the improper intent referred to 
only part of the blood.] 


לְהַקְטִיר אֶת POX‏ בַּחוּץ, או NYP‏ אָמוּרִיו 
to burn its sacrificial parts‏ — בַּחוּץ 
outside, or part of its sacrificial parts‏ 
outside;‏ 
[The prmx,”! sacrificial parts, are the‏ 


1. The Gemara (13b) states that ,שפִיכַת שִיריִם‎ spilling the remainder of the blood [on the base 
of the Altar], is also considered consumption by the Altar. Thus, if the Kohen slaughtered the 
offering (for example) with the intent to spill its remaining blood on the base on the next day, 
the offering is piggul. However, an improper intent during the spilling cannot invalidate the 
offering, since spilling the remainder is not one of the four essential blood avodos (ibid.; 
Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:3,4,7; 17:6). 


2. This commandment refers not only to the two intentions discussed here but to all 
disqualifying intentions (Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:1-2; see Rambam’s additional 
mitzvos at the end of his Sefer HaMitzvos §4; Chinuch §144). Unlike the two disqualifying 
intentions discussed in chapter one, which invalidate an offering only if the wrong intention 
was willful (see comm. to end of 1:1), the two intentions spoken of here invalidate even if 
made in error (see Gittin 53a). 


3. The derivation of the word }q1nK, sacrificial parts, is uncertain. Rambam in his preface to 
Kodashim (cited by Tos. Yom Tov) traces its origin to the word 79K, it was said, 1.6., the parts 
the Torah has said are to be separated from the sacrifice and burnt upon the Altar. Aruch (s.v. 
מר‎ 2, cited by Rishon L’Tziyon here) relates the word to the Aramaic 19, lord; the parts offered 
upon the Altar are considered the lords of the sacrifice. Mishneh LaMelech (Hil. Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 1:18) and Tiferes Yisrael define אַמוּרין‎ 35 best parts, and cite a parallel usage: ראש‎ 
nx, the uppermost growth [of a tree] (Isaiah 17:6). 
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WK‏ בַּחוּץ, או מִקְצַת YON‏ בַּחוּץ; JIN?‏ 
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time (while performing one of its four blood avodos), the offering is invalidated. 

This disqualification is implicit in the Torah’s ruling regarding the shelamim. The 
shelamim is a sacrifice which may be eaten for two days. The Torah states though 
(Lev. 7:18): אתו לא יָחֶשַב‎ PAT AYT הַשָלִישי לא‎ ora peow הָאָכל יָאָכָל מִבְּשֶר-זֶבַח‎ ON) 
mim 5335 ,לו‎ And if there should be eaten from the meat of his shelamim offering on 
the third day [after the offering’s slaughter — ie., beyond the allotted time] it shall 
not be acceptable; he who offers it, it shall not count for him, it shall be an 
abomination. The Gemara (29a; cf. Sifra) cites the reasoning of R’ Elazar that the 
verse cannot refer to an offering actually eaten on the third day, for how can an 
offering which has already been validated with the throwing of its blood become 
retroactively invalidated for a transgression committed two days later? Thus, it must 
be that the verse speaks of the mere intention [during one of the four blood avodos [ 
to consume the offering after the allotted time. Such an intention, the verse decrees, 
invalidates the offering immediately [without regard to whether it is actually eaten 
beyond its time]. [The Gemara there cites other proofs for this point.] 

The offering disqualified because of time-intent is called Dias, piggul, [lit., 
abomination] throughout the Talmud, after the adjective used for it in this verse. 
[Technically, the term piggul applies only to this category.] Consumption of such an 
offering is forbidden under the penalty of kares — even during the time normally 
allotted for the offering’s consumption." 


(b) waipnd חוץ‎ naw, Intent to consume the offering outside its prescribed place. 


Similar to piggul is the invalidation of an offering by the intention during one of 
the four blood avodos to eat the offering outside of the area prescribed for it. This 
disqualification, nowhere stated explicitly in the Torah, is nevertheless derived by 
Biblical exegesis from a verse in Leviticus (19:7) [see Gem. 28b]. In contrast to piggul, 
however, allusions in this verse are understood to teach that the consumption of such 
an offering is not subject to kares. An offering disqualified in such a manner is 
referred to merely as 9308, invalid. 


Consumption‏ ,אָבִילָה 


Just as the time allotted for eating an offering’s meat is limited, so too the time in 
which its blood may be applied and its sacrificial parts may be burnt is limited. The 
blood of any offering must be applied to the Altar before sunset of the day of the 
slaughter, while the parts of its flesh which must be burnt upon the Altar must be 
burnt before dawn of the next morning. In the context of these two invalidating 
intentions, the term consumption (797K) refers both to consumption by people — ie., 
eating the meat of the offering, and to consumption by the Altar — ie., burning the 
sacrificial parts on the Altar. This latter category is called nam ,אָכִילָת‎ consumption by 
the Altar, and it includes applying the blood to the Altar as well (Sifra to Lev. 7:8; cf. 


1. It is not clearly stated whether the punishment of kares for consuming piggul also applies 
to burning its sacrificial parts on the Altar. Although the intent to consume beyond the 
allotted time includes the intent to have the sacrificial parts consumed by the Altar (as will be 
explained shortly), this is due to a special Torah decree which may not apply in regard to the 
kares penalty for consuming piggul (see Mikdash David 16:1). 
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outside; to eat its meat outside, or [to eat] an olive’s 
volume of its meat outside; or to eat an olive’s volume of 
the hide of the tail outside — it is invalid, but it bears no 
kares [punishment]. To throw its blood tomorrow, or 
part of its blood tomorrow; to burn its sacrificial parts 


NN 


YAD AVRAHAM 


there is no kares. The Gemara (28b) demon- | tion by the Altar.] 
strates that the kares in the verse refers to one 


i Ilotment f 
who eats offerings after their allotted time. Although” the. time ‘alictnenthleg) (ame 


offerings is two days and one night, this 
nn? או מִקְצֶת דָּמו‎ anna? 7 pin? Vo applies only to the time for eating the 
throw its blood tomorrow, or part of its offering. The blood of any offering is dis- 
: qualified if left past sundown of the day it is 
blood tomorrow; 1 
[The previous cases dealt with intent pin 9 thee ply nae wae 9 
5% א‎ ohen intended the 01000 to be thrown after 
consume there ue rope nd (nfm Ge 
: ambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:1). The 
intent to consume the offering beyond its term 3199, tomorrow, as used here includes 
proper time. Here too the term consume the period beginning from sundown 
is broadly defined to include consump-  (Rashash).") 


1. Rabbeinu Tam’s view about the halachic beginning of ‘night’ and the parameters of [2 
,הַשְמָשות‎ twilight, are well known. In his view, the term הַחַמָּה‎ Ny pW, sundown, referred to in 
Shabbos 34b (see Tos. there 35a, s.v. (תרי‎ as the beginning of the twilight period, does not refer to 
the sinking of the ball of the sun below the horizon, but to a time 58.5 minutes past this visual 
sunset. The twilight period extends for another 13.5 minutes (as stated in Shabbos loc. cit.), so that 
night as defined by the halachah (i.e., the period which is unquestionably night) begins 72 
minutes after the visual sunset (see Pesachim 94a). 

In line with this, one should conclude that sacrificial blood may be thrown until 58.5 minutes 
after sunset — the beginning of twilight as defined by the halachah; and that intent to throw the 
blood up to 58.5 minutes after sunset would not be intent for piggul. Furthermore, since the 
13.5-minute twilight period is classified in regard to all Torah matters as a questionable period — 
possibly day, possibly night [m'9°9 pap יום‎ pap] — blood thrown during this period should be 
invalidated only on a doubtful basis, not a definite one. [This point is a consideration even 
according to those who dispute Rabbeinu Tam and consider the legal sundown to be identical to 
the visual sunset. In their view the legally questionable twilight period begins then, and lasts 13.5 
minutes.] However, Tosafos (56a, s.v. (מנין‎ point out that the Gemara adduces a Biblical source for 
the law that blood is disqualified at sundown, although other sources exist to establish the 
general rule that zerikah cannot be done at night. Tosafos conclude from this that two separate 
disqualifications are involved: (1) a general restriction on doing an avodah at night (which begins 
72 minutes after sunset); (2) a more inclusive disqualification of blood at sunset itself )1.6., as soon 
as the sun sinks below the horizon). Shitah Mekubetzes there attributes this explanation to 
Rabbeinu Tam himself. 

This premise has an interesting application. The Gemara (Berachos 26b) states that the time in 
which the Minchah prayer may be said corresponds to the time frame in which the daily 
afternoon tamid was offered. Since it has just been explained that no sacrifice can be offered after 
sunset even according to Rabbeinu Tam (because its blood would be invalidated at that point), it 
follows that in his view too one cannot recite the Minchah prayer past sunset (Talmidei R’ Yonah 
to Berachos 26a). However, Rama (Orach Chaim 233:1) rules that one may recite Minchah ‘until 
the stars come out.’ Furthermore, Shaagas Aryeh (ch. 17) disputes Tosafos’ view concerning the 
disqualification of blood at sunset. Besides, Shulchan Aruch’‘s ruling concerning the time of’ 
Minchah is based on the opinion of R’ Yose (in Yerushalmi) that the time of Minchah 
corresponds to that of the burning of the incense ,(קטרֶת)‎ which is subject only to the 
disqualification of ‘night,’ not the additional sunset limitation on blood (Beur HaGra from 
Hagahos Maimonios citing Rabbeinu Chananel; see also Mishnah Berurah 233:14). 
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בְּשָרו בַּחוּץ, או כְזִית מִבְּשָרו בַּחוּץ; או לָאָכול 
כְזִית מָעור MONT‏ בַּחוּץ - פָּסוּל, וְאִין בו 73 


זבחים 
בוב 


Pep? ANE? wy או מִקְצֶת‎ ANN? 197 לרוק‎ 


יד אברהם 


fats and internal organs specified in 
Leviticus (3:3-4, 9-10, 14-15; 4:8-9) to be 
burnt upon the Altar. Intent to burn 
these parts [on an Altar], or even part of 
them, outside the Temple Courtyard 
invalidates the offering. 

Similarly, intent to burn the meat of an 
olah outside the Courtyard also invali- 
dates the offering. However, the parts of 
the animal which in a regular offering 
would be eaten but which are burnt in 
the case of an olah are not technically 
included in the term ,אַמוּרין‎ sacrificial 
parts, but are generally referred to as 
,אַבָרִין‎ limbs. ] 

In order to invalidate the offering one 
must intend to burn at least a kezayis (the 


volume of an olive) of the sacrificial parts, as 
set forth in mishnah 3:3 (Tos. R’ Akiva). 


- לָאָכול wa‏ בַּחוּץ, או Mwan mr‏ בַּחוּץ; 
to eat its meat outside, or [to eat] an‏ 
olive’s volume of its meat outside;‏ 

{le he performed one of the four 
blood avodos with the intention of eat- 
ing the meat outside the prescribed area. 
The term outside as it relates to eating 
the offering is a variable one, changing 
from offering to offering in accordance 
with the laws of each type of offering. 
Thus, for a chatas, asham and commu- 
nal shelamim, anything outside the 
Temple Courtyard is classified as outside, 
since these offerings may be eaten only 
within the confines of the Courtyard (see 
below, 5:3,5). The regular shelamim, on 
the other hand, as well as the todah, 
nazir’s ram, bechor, maaser, and pesach 
offerings may be eaten anywhere within 
the walls of Jerusalem (5:6-8); for them 

_ therefore outside refers to an intention to 
eat their meat outside of Jerusalem.] 


- ying מַעור הָאַלְיָה‎ mp או לָאָכול‎ — or to 
eat an olive’s volume of the hide of the 


tail outside — 
[le., the hide of a sheep’s tail. The 
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mishnah teaches that the intent to eat the 
hide of a sheep’s tail at the wrong time or 
place does invalidate the offering] 

Had he intended to eat of the tail itself, 
there would be no invalidation because 
the tail of a sheep is something burnt 
upon the Altar, and the intent to eat in 
the wrong place or time something 
which is meant to be burnt on the Altar 
cannot invalidate (see mishnah 3). At the 
same time, had he intended to eat any 
other part of the animal's hide, he would 
also not invalidate because the hide is not 
edible. However, the hide of the tail is 
tender enough to be edible and it is 
therefore considered meat, not hide. The 
mishnah teaches that the hide of the tail 
is not considered part of the tail and it is 
not burnt upon the Altar together with 
the tail; thus it is not something meant to 
be burnt upon the Altar. Consequently, 
intent to eat it past its time or outside its 
place invalidates the offering (Rav from 
Gem. 28a according to the explanation of 
Rav Huna). 

For this reason, the mishnah speaks of the 
hide of a sheep’s tail, since only in the sheep 
is the tail a sacrificial part. The tail of a kid, 
however, is not a sacrificial part, and there is 
therefore no novelty in ruling that its edible 
tail-hide can invalidate through the intent to 
eat it past the allotted time (or place). 


N72 בו‎ px) פָּסוּל,‎ — it is invalid, but it 
bears no kares [punishment]. 

[Intent to consume an offering outside 
its prescribed place renders the offering 
invalid and its meat forbidden — but it is 
not piggul, and its meat does not carry a 
kares penalty for its consumption.] 
Rather, it is subject only to the penalty of 
malkus, lashes (Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:3). 

Although the verse from which the invali- 
dation for such an offering is derived seems 
to specify the punishment of kares for eating 
of the offering (see Lev. 19:6,7), nevertheless 
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tomorrow, or part of its sacrificial parts tomorrow; to eat 
its meat tomorrow, or [to eat] an olive’s volume of its 
meat tomorrow; or [to eat] an olive’s volume of the skin 
of a sheep’s tail — it is piggul, and one is liable to kares 
Over it. 


3. This is the rule: Anyone who slaughters, receives, 

conveys, or throws [the blood], [with the intent] 
to eat something which is meant to be eaten, [or] to burn 
[upon the Altar] something which is meant to be burnt 
— [if] outside its place, it is invalid but it bears no kares 
[punishment]; [if] beyond its time, it is piggul and one is 
liable to kares over it; provided that the part which 
makes it permissible is offered as required. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


sacrificial parts to the Altar, etc.), does not 
invalidate. ] 


intent] to eat something which is meant 
to be eaten [lit., whose way it is to eat], 

In order to invalidate an offering with 
an intent concerning the time or place of 
eating, the intent must concern a part of 
the offering which should be eaten — 
viz., the meat (Rav; Rashi). However, if 
one intended to eat the sacrificial parts 
{or drink the blood (see 3:3; Menachos 
17b)] he does not invalidate the offering. 
Similarly, if one intended to eat the meat 
of an olah [which should be burnt in its 
entirety upon the Altar], he does not 
invalidate (see Tosefta 2:2; Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:5). 

{If one merely intended to leave the meat, 
blood, or sacrificial parts beyond their allot- 
ted times, the stringent law of piggul does not 
apply. However, as set forth further (3:6), 
according to one Tanna, there is a lesser 
disqualification not involving kares. ] 


- לְהַקטִיר 727 שָָּרְכּו לְחַקְטִיר‎ — [or] to 
burn [upon the Altar] something which 
is meant to be burnt — 

An intent to burn part of an offering 
upon the Altar at the wrong time or place 
invalidates the offering only if the intent 
concerns a part of the offering meant to 
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be burnt on the Altar — viz., the 
sacrificial parts ,[אָמוּרִין]‎ or the meat and 
limbs [ְאַבָרִין]‎ of an olah (Rav; Rashi). 
The intent to burn on the Altar the meat 
of offerings meant to be eaten does not 
invalidate the offering since these are not 
things meant to be burnt (Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:6). 

Similarly, intent to burn on the Altar the 
parts of those chatas offerings which are 
supposed to be burned in their entirety away 
from the Altar and outside the Temple (see 
below, 5:1,2) can also not invalidate (Ram- 
bam, Pesulei HaMukdashin from 14:7 from 


Gem. 35a), since these are not things meant 
for the Altar (Kesef Mishneh). 


M2 בו‎ pr? למְקומו, פָּסוּל‎ yin — [if] 
outside its place, it is invalid but it bears 
no kares [punishment]; 

{If the intent which was had during 
one of the four blood avodos was to eat 
something meant to be eaten outside of 
its proper place, or to burn something 
meant to be burnt on the Altar outside of 
its place, the offering is invalid, but there 
is no penalty of kares attached to it, as 
explained in mishnah 2 (s.v. 12 PX)).] 


pam Sup Amr? yin — [if]‏ עָלָיו כָּרַת; 
beyond its time, it is piggul and one is‏ 
liable to kares over it;‏ 

[If the intent was to eat or burn the 
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זבחים  Ann? yy‏ או nypn‏ אָמוּרָיו לְמְחָר; לָאָכל 


mtd או‎ ne? מִבְּשָרו‎ nD או‎ ANN? בְּשָרו‎ 


A/D 


MD עָלָיו‎ ram) ap — לְמָחָר‎ MONT מעור‎ 


נג] זָדו הַכְּלֶל: כָּל הַשוחט, וְהַמְקַבָּל, Arma)‏ 

> וקזורַק,. Anta WT USNS‏ לאכל. 
לְהַקטִיר IIT‏ שִָּרְכּּ PORT?‏ — חוּץ למְקומו; 
PR} 77105‏ בו כָּרַת; yin‏ לזְמַנו, poy pany Sap‏ 
כָּרֶת; ּבְלְבַד שיקָרב הַמַתִּיר כְּמְצְוֶתו. 


:ד אברהם 


לָהַקְטִיר אָמוּרָיו ANA?‏ או nypn‏ אָמוּרִיו 
anno -- to burn its sacrificial parts‏ 
tomorrow, or part of its sacrificial parts‏ 

tomorrow; 

The sacrificial parts of all offerings are 
allotted the day of their slaughter and the 
night which follows, until dawn, for 
their burning. Consequently, intending 
to burn the sacrificial parts after dawn of 
the next day makes the offering piggul 
(see Gem. 56b; Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 13:1). 


san? מִבְּשָרו‎ MIP או‎ AN? לָאָכל בְּשָרו‎ — 
to eat its meat tomorrow, or [to eat] an 
olive’s volume of its meat tomorrow; 
This clause of the mishnah refers only 
to the offerings which must be eaten on 
the day and night following their 
slaughter. For offerings such as the she- 
lamim, bechor and maaser, the day 
following their slaughter is yet within 
their allotted time for eating, and they do 
not become invalidated by the intent to 
eat them on the day after their slaughter 
(Rav; Rashi). These latter offerings be- 
come piggul only with the intent to eat 


. הַכְּלָל: 92 השוחט, וְהַמְּקְבָּל, וְהַמְּהַלְךּ,‎ my 
prin — This is the rule: Anyone who 
slaughters, receives, conveys, or throws 
[the blood], 
Although the previous mishnah spoke 
only of slaughter, the two disqualifying 
intents listed there invalidate if they are 
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them past sundown of the second day 
(Gem. 56b; Rambam, Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 13:1). 

- an? מעור הָאַלְיָה‎ MID או‎ — or [to eat] 
an olive’s volume of the skin of a sheep’s 
tail — 

[See commentary above.] 
rap — it is piggul, 

[In all these cases, the intent to con- 
sume the sacrifice (in any of the various 
definitions of consumption) beyond the 
allotted time renders the offering piggul. 
As explained above, piggul is the term 
used to refer to an offering invalidated 
by the intent to consume it beyond its 
allotted time. The Torah uses this term in 
the verse (Lev. 7:18) which serves as the 
basis for this invalidation.] 
mq roy pam — and one is liable to 
kares over it. 

One who eats of an offering which has 
become piggul — even within its allotted 
time — is liable to the punishment of 
kares (Rav; Rashi), as clearly stated in 
the verse (Lev. 7:18) concerning piggul 
(Gem. 28a). 


declared during any of the four blood 
avodos. By implication the mishnah also’ 
teaches that an intent declared while not 
performing one of these four avodos, or 
while performing the avodos which fol- 
low the zerikah of the blood (e.g., spilling 
the blood to the base, bringing the 
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4. Tn what manner is the part which makes it 

permissible [considered to have been] offered as 
required? [If] he slaughtered in silence, [but] received 
[the blood], conveyed, and threw [it, for] beyond its 
time; or he slaughtered [it for] beyond its time, [but] 
received [the blood], conveyed, and threw [it], in silence; 
or he slaughtered, received [the blood], conveyed, and 
threw [it, for] beyond its time — this is [a case] in which 
the part which makes it permissible has been offered as 
required. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


ceived [the blood], conveyed, and threw 
[it, for] beyond its time; 

[All three of the remaining avodos 
were performed with the intent of piggul 
(Tif. Yis.; see Rashi to Menachos 12a). 
As the mishnah will state below, this 
renders the offering piggul.] 


PM קַבָּל, וְהלךּ.‎ Aw? או שָשָחַט חוץ‎ 
בְּשְתִיקָה;‎ — or he slaughtered [it for] 
beyond its time, [but] received [the 
blood], conveyed, and threw [it], in 

silence; 

{In this variation, the slaughter was 
done with an intent of piggul, but the 
remaining three avodos were performed 
without any invalidating intent. Never- 
theless, the offering is piggul, as the 
mishnah will rule below.] 

(Perhaps the mishnah adds this example to 
preclude the misconception that piggul takes 
effect only in the first example of the 
mishnah because the intent of piggul is 
present in the last three avodos. There is the 
concept, held by some Tannaim, that the 
latter part of a person’s declaration is more 
definitive than the earlier part (see Nazir 9a, 
Tos., .צ.5‎ DIN .(אין‎ Thus it could be thought 
that in a case in which the latter avodos were 
performed without any intent, the earlier 
intent of piggul cannot be considered to be 
present in the latter avodos, and that in such 
a situation piggul should not take effect.] 


- לזְמֶגו‎ YAN_ PM) WT) או שָשָחַט, קבָּל,‎ — 
or he slaughtered, received [the blood], 
conveyed, and threw [it, for] beyond its 
time — 
Le., all four blood avodos were per- 
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formed with an intent of piggul (Rashi 
to Menachos 12a). 


That this last case is piggul is self-under- 
stood. Surely if all four avodos were per- 
formed with an intent for beyond its time, 
piggul takes effect (Rabbeinu Gershom cited 
by Meleches Shlomo to Menachos 1:3). 

Alternatively, this clause of the mishnah 
does not mean that he had intent of piggul in 
all four avodos but rather that if the intent of 
piggul was present in any one of the four 
blood avodos (and the remaining avodos 
were performed in silence), piggul takes 
effect (alternate commentary in Rashi, cited 
by Shitah Mekubetzes to Menachos 12a §17). 
[Perhaps this clause teaches that it is not 
necessary for the intent of piggul to be 
present either in the first or last avodah in 
order to be effective (either or both of which 
positions can be considered to be more 
definitive than the middle avodos). In the 
final analysis, it is not necessary to consider 
all of the avodos as performed with the intent 
of piggul; any one avodah performed with 
intent for piggul suffices to cause piggul to 
take effect.] 


AY — this is [a‏ הוּא PW‏ הַמַתִּיר כְּמְצְוָתו. 
case] in which the part which makes it‏ 
permissible has been offered as required.‏ 

[All the above cases are instances in 
which the blood which makes the offer- 
ing permissible for consumption is con- 
sidered to have been offered as required. 
Although the intent for piggul was 
repeated several times, there was no 
invalidating intent other than piggul, 
and the piggul state therefore takes 
effect.] 
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vow vinyna הַמַתִּיר‎ 


yin jaw 720) קְבָּל,‎ Ap nwa 


ons‏ [ד] THD‏ קרב 


“hs 


in Aga bap לוָמנו,‎ yin או שָשָחַט‎ Amr? 
חוּץ‎ PM A קבּל,‎ VIWY ְּשְתִיקָה או‎ 
Any. VAT DPW לְזְמַּו - זֶה הוּא‎ 


יד אברהם 


offering beyond its allotted time, it is 
piggul and there is consequently a 
penalty of kares attached to eating its 
meat.] 


Anyynd שָיִקְרַב הַמַּתִּיר‎ 139323 — provided 
that the part which makes it permissible 
is offered as required. 

The ,מַתִּיר‎ [lit., permitter] the part 
which makes it permissible, is the blood 
of the offering (Rav; Rashi). [It is the 
blood which, by being thrown on the 
Altar, effects the acceptance of the offer- 
ing, and permits the sacrificial parts to be 
burnt upon the Altar and the meat to be 
eaten.] 

Piggul applies only to an offering 
whose blood avodos have been per- 
formed in an acceptable manner, and 
which would have been valid had the 
piggul intent not been present. If the 
avodah was not completed, or it was 
completed in a manner which would not 
have rendered the offering valid even 
apart from the intent of piggul, then 
piggul does not take effect (Rav). [Obvi- 


WD - In what‏ קָרַב הַמַתִּיר כְּמִצְוָתול? 
manner is the part which makes it‏ 
permissible [considered to have been]‏ 
offered as required?‏ 

[The mishnah will now define the rule 
stated at the end of the previous mish- 
" nah, that an offering can become piggul 
only if that which makes it permissible 
[matir] — its blood — has been offered 
in an otherwise proper fashion. In doing 
so, the mishnah will delineate which 
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ously, in such a case the offering is 
disqualified because of the incomplete or 
invalid status of the avodah; but since 
the category of piggul is not applied, 
there is no punishment of kares attached 
to eating its meat.] 

The Scriptural basis for this rule is 
expounded in the Gemara (28b; cf. 27a, 
Tos. s.v. 8X”). The next mishnah will give 
examples of this (Rav; Rashi). The 
Gemara (28b) establishes a direct correla- 
tion between the validation of a proper 
offering and the disqualification of pig- 
gul offering: הַרְצְאַת‎ 7D Wd כְּהַרְצְאַת‎ 
Savy, in the same manner as the accep- 
tance of a valid [offering], so is the 
acceptance of an invalid [one]; i.e., just as 
the acceptance of a valid [offering is not 
effected] until its blood is properly ap- 
plied, so too the acceptance of an invalid 
offering — in regard to making it piggul 
— is not effected until its blood is 
properly applied. Thus, any aspect of the 
avodah which would prevent an offer- 
ing from being fully accepted also pre- 
vents it from becoming piggul. 


combinations of improper intentions pre- 
vent an offering from becoming piggul. ] 


vow — [If] he slaughtered in‏ בְּשתִיקָה, 
silence,‏ 

Le, without any invalidating intent 
(Rav; Rashi), and surely so if he explic- 
itly intended that the offering be con- 
sumed in the proper manner (Rambam 
Comm. ). 


yn PIU AW) .2a~z — [but] re-‏ לזְמַנג 
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In what manner is the part which makes it permissi- 
ble not [considered to have been] offered as required? 
[If] he slaughtered [with intent for] outside its area, [but] 
received [the blood], conveyed and threw [it, for] 
beyond its time; or he slaughtered [with intent for] 
beyond its time, [but] received [the blood], conveyed, 
and threw [it, for] outside its area; or he slaughtered, 
received [the blood], conveyed, [or] threw [it, for] 
outside its area; [or] a pesach or chatas offering which 
he slaughtered for a designation other than its own, and 
received [the blood], conveyed, and threw [it, for] 
beyond its time; or he slaughtered [with intent for] 
beyond its time, [but] received [the blood], conveyed, 
and threw [it, for] a designation other than its own; or 
he slaughtered, received [the blood], conveyed, [or] 
threw [it, for] a designation other than its own — this is 
[a case] in which the part which makes it permissible 
was not offered as required. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


for a designation other than their own 
(Tif. Yis.). [Thus, if they were slaugh- 
tered for other than their designated 
purpose, they are in the category of 
offerings whose blood was not offered as 
required, and piggul does not take effect.] 

[By contrast, offerings other than the 
pesach and chatas are not invalidated by 
such an intent, and it is only the owner 
who has not discharged his obligation 
(see there). Accordingly, they fall into the 
category of offerings whose blood was 
offered as required, and piggul takes 
effect in spite of the presence of the other 
intent.] 


NOW PI AW) 2ap Ay? או שָשָחַט חוּץ‎ 
לְשְמָה‎ — or he slaughtered [with intent 
for] beyond its time, [but] received [the 
blood], conveyed, and threw [it, for] a 
designation other than its own; 

[Le., the intent of piggul preceded the 
intent for another designation. Neverthe- 
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less, the intent for another designation 
takes effect and, in the case of a pesach 
and chatas, prevents piggul from taking 


effect. ] 


- Tew? שֶלא‎ PIMA, 2ap או שָשָחַט,‎ — 
or he slaughtered, received [the blood], 
conveyed, [or] threw [it, for] a designa- 
tion other than its own — 

[Le., he performed any one of the four 
blood avodos of a pesach or chatas with 
the intent for a designation other than its 
own, but had the intent of piggul during 
the other three services (see above).] 


this is‏ - זֶה הוּא שָלַא קָרַב הַמַתִּיר כְּמְצְוֶתו. 
[a case]in which the part which makes it‏ 
permissible was not offered as required.‏ 
[All those listed above are examples of‏ 
offerings invalidated by an intent other‏ 
than piggul, which thereby precludes the‏ 
piggul prohibition and its kares penalty‏ 
from taking effect.]‏ 
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yin vow ?iniynd הַמַתִּיר‎ + 
או שִשָחַט‎ 19017 YIN PAN וְהָלך,‎ Pap למקומו,‎ 


זבחים כִּיצַד לא קר 


Wa 


Aor? yin‏ קבַּל, yin pan QM‏ למקומו; או 
שֶשָחט, קְבָּל, PI 2M‏ חוּץ למקומו; הַפֶסַח 
וְהַחַטָאת WOW? RW TONWY‏ קבּל. וְהֶלך. PW‏ 
Axor? yin‏ או 2m Yap Ama? yin vnww‏ 
PM‏ שָלא TOW?‏ או PW) 20) ,2ap WNwWY‏ 
A - pow) Now‏ הוּא Xow‏ קָרֶב הַמַתִּיר 


amyn3 
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In what‏ - כִּיצַד לא IZ‏ הַמַתִּיר כָּמִצְוָתו? 
manner is the part which makes it‏ 
permissible not [considered to have‏ 
been] offered as required?‏ 

[What type of intent disqualifies the 
blood and thereby prevents piggul from 
taking effect?] 


שָחַט חוּץ למְקומו, PW AWM ap‏ חוּץ 
[If] he slaughtered [with intent‏ — לזְמַגּו; 
for] outside its area, [but] received [the‏ 
blood], conveyed, and threw [it, for]‏ 

beyond its time; 

[He slaughtered the offering intending 
to consume it outside its allotted area, 
thereby immediately disqualifying the 
offering. He then performed one of the 
three remaining avodos (or all of them) 
with an intent for piggul. Since the 
disqualification due to the intent to 
consume the offering outside its place is 
in effect, there is a disqualification be- 
sides piggul. Consequently, the blood is 
not considered to have been offered as 
required and piggul does not take effect.] 


או UNWY‏ חוּץ Asal?‏ קבָּל, וְהֶלך. PIM‏ חוּץ 
sip? — or he slaughtered [with intent‏ 
for] beyond its time, [but] received [the‏ 
blood], conveyed, and threw [it, for]‏ 

outside its area; 

[The slaughter was performed with an 
intent of piggul, but one (or all) of the 
following three avodos were performed 
with an intent to consume the offering 
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outside its allotted area. Although the 
intent for piggul preceded the other 
disqualifying intent, this precedence does 
not preclude the latter disqualification 
from taking effect. Consequently, the 
offering is one in which the part that 
makes it permissible — the blood — was 
not offered as required. The dissenting 
view of R’ Yehudah on this matter will 
be recorded in mishnah 5.] 


Ip? YAN PAN A rap או שָשָחַט,‎ — 
or he slaughtered, received [the blood], 
conveyed, [or] threw [it, for] outside its 
area; 

He performed one of these four 
avodos with the intent to consume the 
offering outside its area, and performed 
the remaining three with the intent of 
piggul (Rashi to Menachos 12a cited by 
Tos. Yom Tov here). [E.g., he performed 
the avodah of receiving with an intent 
for outside its area but did the slaughter- 
ing, conveying, and throwing with in- 
tent of piggull. ] 


Yap yw? שֶלא‎ jonwy הַפֶּסַח וְהַחַטָאת‎ 
Amor? yan pay 27) — [or] a pesach or 
chatas offering which he slaughtered for 
a designation other than its own, and 
received [the blood], conveyed, and 
threw [it, for] beyond its time; 

As stated in mishnah 1:1, the pesach 
and chatas offerings are invalidated if 
any of their blood avodos are performed 
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an 


5. f he intended] to eat an olive’s volume [of the 
offering] outside and an olive’s volume tomor- 


row, [or] an olive’s volume tomorrow and an olive’s 
volume outside, [or if he intended to eat] half an olive’s 
volume outside [its area] and half an olive’s volume 
tomorrow, [or] half an olive’s volume tomorrow and 
half an olive’s volume outside [its area] — it is invalid, 
but it bears no kares [punishment]. Said R’ Yehudah: 
This is the rule: If the intent of time preceded the intent 
of place, [it is] piggul, and one is liable to kares for it; but 
if the intent of place preceded the intent of time it is 
invalid, but bears no kares [punishment]. But the Sages 
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draw any distinction here on the basis of 
precedence of the piggul intent; even if 
the piggul intent preceded the other 
invalidating intent, it is retroactively 
voided with the occurrence of another 
invalidating intent. The anonymous rul- 
ing of the previous mishnah conforms 
with this view.] 

The Gemara (31a) adds that if the Kohen 
later performed another avodah [in the same 
sacrifice] with the intent to eat yet another 
half-kezayis tomorrow, the two half-kezayis 
volumes do combine, and piggul takes effect 
in spite of the presence of the intent to eat 
also half a kezayis outside the proper area. 
This is so because that half-kezayis intent 
cannot per se disqualify, since it lacks the 
minimum volume required (see Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:4). [Its only power 
to disqualify is to combine with another 
half-kezayis. But in this case, the two half- 
kezayis volumes of time-related intent have 
a greater affinity for each other than for the 
half-kezayis place-related intent and they 
therefore combine to create piggul, leaving 
the half-kezayis place intent uncombined 
and impotent.] 


Tet אם מִחָשָבֶּת‎ :2297 TY TPT רַבִּי‎ Wax 
עָלִיי‎ DIN} 218 — הַמָּקום‎ NWN? MT 
כָּרֶת;‎ - Said R’ Yehudah: This is the 
rule: If the intent of time preceded the 


intent of place, [it is] piggul, and one is 


liable to kares for it; 

R’ Yehudah maintains that once the 
invalidation of piggul is in effect, it 
cannot be undone by a later invalida- 
tion.” 

R’ Yehudah also disagrees in the first 
case listed in this mishnah, as well as in 
the cases of the previous mishnah. In all 
of these cases, if the intent of piggul 
preceded the other invalidating intents 
[either outside the proper area or the 
intent for another designation in the case 
of chatas and pesach-offerings], R’ Ye- 
hudah rules that the piggul takes effect 
despite the later invalidating intent. 
There is no difference in his view 
whether it precedes the other intent by 
an entire avodah [e.g., slaughtering with 
piggul intent and receiving with intent 
for outside its place], or if it merely 
preceded it in the same avodah (Rav; 
Rashi). 


ON}‏ מַחַשָבֶת הַמֶּקום Naw? MIP‏ הוָּמַן 
PR) 2108 — but if the intent of‏ בו כָּרַת. 
place preceded the intent of time it is‏ 
invalid, but bears no kares [punishment].‏ 

(Since the intent of place precedes the 
intent of time, it takes effect and thereby 
precludes the piggul intent from taking 
effect. | 


1. R’ Yehudah concurs with the ruling in the previous mishnah that piggul takes effect only 
if the blood has been thrown and the part which makes the offering permissible has been 
offered as required. Nevertheless, once the blood has been offered, the precedence of the piggul 
intent gives it an edge over any intent which followed it (Keren Orah). 
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mia mao mr yina ni אכל‎ 
MI בַּחוּץ, כַּחָצִי‎ mri any? 


onar‏ [ה] 


ב/ה 


ַּחוּץ וְכַחָצי ית ND? MT YTD ANN?‏ וְכַחָצִי 
ery‏ פָּסוּל, TN]‏ בו כָּרִת. אמְרירָבּי יהוּדֶה: 
TT‏ הַכְּלֶל: naw? MTZ WT Naw ox‏ 
המֶקום — 2a‏ וְחַיּבִים P2Y‏ כָּרַת; Navi ON}‏ 
הַמָּקום קָדָמָה לְמַחָשָבֶת PI‏ פָּסוּל, PS)‏ בו 
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This mishnah continues listing cases in which piggul does not take effect because 
the blood was not offered as required. The mishnah also records the view of R’ 
Yehudah, that the precedence of the piggul intent is effective in establishing the 
piggul invalidation, so that it cannot be dislodged later by another disqualifying 


intent. 


ny? mii yina mrp לָאָכל‎ — [If he 
intended] to eat an olive’s volume [of the 
offering] outside and an olive’s volume 
tomorrow, 

The previous mishnah discussed cases 
of different intentions in different 
avodos. This mishnah speaks about dif- 
ferent intentions in the same avodah 
(Rav). 


md — [or] an olive's‏ לְמָחָר mri‏ בַּחוּץ, 
volume tomorrow and an olive’s volume‏ 
outside,‏ 

[This case is merely the reverse of the 
previous one and also refers to a single 
avodah performed with both these in- 
tents. It is repeated here because it is with 
this ruling that R’ Yehudah will disagree 
and assert that piggul takes effect in spite 
of the presence of another disqualifying 
intent. The anonymous Tanna, however, 
makes no such distinction and states that 
no matter what the sequence of the 
intentions, these cases fall within the 
purview of the rule that when another 
invalidating intent takes effect, piggul is 
blocked.] 

“my כַּחָצִי‎ Ad mor בַּחוּץ וְכַחָצִי‎ MTD 
- yina mt וְכַחָצִי‎ 1092 — [or if he 
intended to eat] half an olive’s volume 


outside [its area] and half an olive’s 
volume tomorrow, [or] half חא‎ 5 
volume tomorrow and half an olive’s 
volume outside [its area] — 

[In this case too both intents were had 
during the same avodah, but each con- 
cerned only half a kezayis (olive’s vol- 
ume). Accordingly, there can be no 
piggul (even according to R’ Yehudah) 
since the intent to eat was directed at less 
than the minimum amount of an olive’s 
volume of the offering (see above mish- 
nah 2). In view of this, the offering 
should not be disqualified at all, since the 
intent to eat outside its area was also for 
half a kezayis of the offering, and thus 
below the minimum necessary to invali- 
date. The mishnah teaches, however, that 
these two intents nevertheless combine to 
invalidate, but not to create piggul (cf. 
Tif. Yis.). 


PX) 0105 — it is invalid, but it‏ 12 כָּרַת. 
bears no kares [punishment].‏ 

[In the first two cases there is no piggul 
because of the presence of another invali-~ 
dating intent; in the latter two cases, 
because the piggul intent was directed at 
less than the requisite minimum. This 
first Tanna of the mishnah does not 


1. Rav’s commentary is based on the view of R’ Yochanan (Gem. 29b). The Amora Ilpha 


disagrees; his view will be elaborated below. 
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3 say: In either case it is invalid, but bears no kares 


1 [punishment]. 


[If one intended] to eat half an olive’s volume and to 
burn upon the Altar half an olive’s volume, it is valid — 
because eating and Altar-burning are not combined. 


1. [Al any disqualified persons slaughtered, their 
slaughter is valid; because slaughter is valid [when 
performed] by a non-Kohen, by women, by slaves, and 
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ceiving the blood; they are permitted, 
however, to perform the first of the blood 
avodos — shechitah, slaughtering the 
animal.] 

The language of the mishnah — which 
validates slaughter performed by disquali- 
fied persons, but does not actually say that 
they may do so — might be seen to imply 
that the mishnah validates their slaughter 
only after the fact, but does not permit 
disqualified people to slaughter in the first 
place. The halachah, however, is that dis- 
qualified persons may perform the avodah of 
slaughter, with the exception of persons who 
are tamei. Strictly speaking, even those who 
are tamei may slaughter, but the Rabbis 
forbade them to do so because of the concern 
that they might touch the animal after 
slaughter [when it is susceptible to tumah] 
and thereby render the offering tamei. It is 
because the tamei is included in the category 
of disqualified persons that the mishnah is 
phrased as it is (Rav from Gem. 328( 


oya mw. שָהַשְחִיטָה‎ — _ because 
slaughter is valid [when performed] bya 
non-Kohen, 


The verse which mandates that only 
Kohanim perform the avodah refers to 
the avodah of kabbalah, receiving 
הַכְּהָנִים אֶת -הַדָּם]‎ PAK וְהקריבוּ בְּנִי‎ and the 
sons of Aaron, the Kohanim, shall bring 
near the blood (Lev. 1:5)]. Thus, the 
requirement for Kohanim that is derived 
from it begins from that point; the 
slaughter which precedes it does not 
require a Kohen’s service (Rav from 
Gem. 32a). 


by women, by slaves,‏ — בְּנְשִים, וּבַעָבָדִים, 

16, even women and slaves may 
perform the slaughter. Slaves in this 
context refers to Canaanite slaves (Tif. 
Yis.), ie., non-Jews who have become the 
slaves of Jews. Such slaves must undergo 
circumcision (if they are males) and 
immersion in a mikveh for the purpose 
of conversion. They become Jewish to 
the extent of being obligated in those 
mitzvos with which women are obli- 
gated (even if the slave is a male), though 
they remain in the special category of 


1. There is also one class of disqualified person not mentioned in mishnah 2:1, who is not 
eligible to slaughter and whose slaughter is invalid. This is the }yz, minor (Taharas 
HaKodesh). The Gemara (Chullin 12b, 13a) concludes that a minor cannot have valid intent, 
hence he cannot perform the slaughter of an offering. Although we learned above (preface to 
1:1) that even the absence of intent is treated as intent for the offering’s designated purpose 
[x2 AW? [סְתָמָא‎ in order for an offering to be valid, the person performing the avodah must 
at the least have an awareness that the object of his action is an offering. Otherwise the act is 
classified as ppynn, unwitting action, which has no halachic validity (see Tos. there 12b, s.v. 
.(קטן‎ A minor is not considered to possess even this level of intent. 

According to Rashi (see Tos. there s.v. ,(ותיבעו‎ however, a minor's shechitah is valid if he 
makes an explicit oral declaration during the shechitah that he is aware of the nature of the 
act. This would provide another answer to the question of why a minor is not mentioned in 
the list of persons not qualified to perform avodah; unlike the others, a minor’s avodah is valid 
in certain instances. However, Tosafos object strongly to this distinction, an opinion which is 
seemingly shared by Rambam (see Kesef Mishneh to Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:6). 
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7312 כָּרָת. וַחַכָמִים אוּמָרִים: זֶה וָזֶה פָּסוּל, וְאִין‎ ona 


אָכול כַּחָצִי MT‏ וּלְהַקְטִיר כּחָצִי TW NT‏ - 


ג/א 


TPT) TIN PRY‏ מִצְטַרְפִין. 


TW. NNW הַפְּסולִין ששָחַט.‎ ID נאז‎ 
ova Oa שְהַשְחִיטָה כְּשָרָה‎ 


יד אברהם 


DIM --‏ אוּמָרִים: AT‏ וָזֶה פָּסוּל PR)‏ בו כָּרַת. 
But the Sages say: In either case it is‏ 
invalid, but bears no kares [punishment].‏ 

This is a restatement of the first 
Tanna‘s position, and serves only to 
establish the first Tanna’s view as ha- 
lachah (Tos., Menachos 12a cited by R’ 
Akiva Eiger; Rambam, Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 16:2). 

[It would seem that the basic lesson of this 
mishnah is that in R’ Yehudah’s view, the 
precedence of the piggul intent allows the 
piggul to take effect even if another invali- 
dating intent followed it. This is true in 
separate avodos and, as this mishnah teaches, 
even in the same avodah. The particular 
novelty of this is that it could be argued that 
even according to R’ Yehudah, piggul is 
established only at the end of an avodah, and 
it is only then that, having been established, 
it cannot be voided retroactively by the 
introduction of another invalidating intent. 
According to this reasoning, it could be held 
that precedence of the piggul intent is there- 
fore only a factor when it and the other 
invalidating intent appear in separate 
avodos. Should they appear in the same 
avodah, however, the precedence of the 
piggul intent would not be decisive, since by 
the end of the particular avodah when piggul 
should be established, the other intent is also 
present. Thus, in the case of two intents in 
one avodah, it could be argued that even R’ 
Yehudah would agree that the second invali- 
dating intent precludes piggul from taking 
effect. Indeed the Amora Ilpha makes just 


such a distinction (see Gem. 29b with Rashi). 
It is for this reason that the mishnah — as 
explained by R’ Yochanan (Gem. 29b) — 
repeats the ruling of mishnah 4 in regard to 
two intents in one avodah — to teach that R’ 
Yehudah considers the precedence of the 
piggul sufficient to establish a state of piggul 
even if the second invalidating intent oc- 
curred in the same avodah as the intent for 
piggul.] 

As noted above, Rav’s commentary is 
based on the view of R’ Yochanan. 


— WP MT YTD וּלְהַקְטִיר‎ Mr לָאָכול כַּחָצִי‎ 
מִצְטַרְפין.‎ TPT) שָאִין אָכִילָה‎ — [If one 
intended] to eat half an olive’s volume 
and to burn upon the Altar half an 
olive’s volume, it is valid — because 
eating and Altar-burning are not com- 
bined. 

The intent to eat and the intent to 
burn on the Altar cannot combine to 
form one invalidating intent. Thus, even 
if both intentions were for the same 
invalidation — either to eat half a 
kezayis outside its proper place and burn 
another half a kezayis outside its proper 
place, or to eat half a kezayis beyond its 
time and burn half a kezayis beyond its 
time — they cannot combine to invali- 
date, due to the dissimilarity of the 
intended acts. Since each intent by itself 
cannot invalidate because it is for only 
half a kezayis, the offering remains valid 
(Rav; Rashi). 


Chapter 3 


1 


Avgww כָּל הַפְּסוּלִין‎ — [If] any disquali- 
fied persons slaughtered, 

[Le., all those listed in 2:1 as being unfit 
to do the avodah. | 
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TW? שַחִיטְתֶן‎ -- their slaughter is valid; 

[Those listed in mishnah 2:1 are dis- 
qualified only from performing the set of 
avodos that begins with kabbalah, re- 
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by persons who are tamei — even in regard to [the] 


1 most holy offerings — provided that those who are 
tamei do not touch the meat. Therefore, they invalidate 


with intent. 


[If] any of these received the blood [for] beyond its 
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and meat and sacrificial parts that are 
tamei (and thus unfit) are tantamount to 
non-existent.) Indeed, it is because of 
the concern that the tamei person may 
inadvertently touch the offering during 
the slaughter that the Rabbis prohibited 
a tamei to slaughter an offering, as 
mentioned above (see s.v. (ששחטו‎ [The 
mishnah emphasizes, however, that if for 
some reason a tamei slaughtered, the 
offering is valid provided he did not 
touch it.] 

Since the mishnah states that slaughter by 
one who is tamei is valid if he did not 
contaminate the carcass, it must be that the 
offering is not being contaminated with 
tumah through its unavoidable contact with 
the slaughtering knife, which has become 
tamei by its contact with the person holding 
at: 

Two possibilities are suggested to explain 
how this can be: (1) The object used for 
slaughtering is not a bona fide utensil, and is 
hence not susceptible to tumah contamina- 
tion. For example, a sharpened piece of reed 
was used to slaughter the animal; since it is 
not a utensil, it does not become tamei from 
its contact with the person and therefore does 
not contaminate the offering. (2) The mish- 
nah refers to a person whose degree of tumah 
contamination is too low to contaminate the 
knife; i.e., he himself is not an av hatumah 
(primary source of tumah) but only a rishon 
letumah — one who has become tamei by 
contact with an av hatumah. This lesser 
degree of tumah is insufficient to transmit 
tumah to a utensil (Rav from Chullin 2b, 3a). 


oF 7959 — Therefore,‏ פּוסְלִים בְּמַחָשָבָה. 
they invalidate with intent.‏ 
Since slaughter performed by disquali-‏ 


fied persons is valid as an avodah, any 
invalidating intentions [such as to eat it 
beyond its time] had by these people 
during their performance of this avodah 
invalidates the offering (Rav; Rashi). [It 
is axiomatic that in order to invalidate, an 
intent must be declared during an other- 
wise valid avodah. ] 

Obviously, if disqualified persons were 
not eligible to slaughter, they would in any 
case invalidate by their slaughter (since the 
animal, once slaughtered improperly, cannot 
be reslaughtered). Nevertheless, it is neces- 
sary for the mishnah to teach that a disquali- 
fied person who slaughters an offering can 
invalidate by reason of the improper intent. 
This is because if an offering is made with 
the intent to consume it beyond its time, it is 
not only invalid, but it also becomes piggul 
and its consumption is subject to a penalty of 
kares (above, 2:2,3). The consumption of an 
offering invalidated for other reasons, how- 
ever, carries only the punishment of malkus, 


lashes (see Pesachim 24a; Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:3-4). 


May? YIN} WH}? YIN OF שֶקבְּלוּ אֶת‎ 172} 
— [If] any of these received the blood 
[for] beyond its time or outside its place, 

If any of the disqualified persons listed 
above receives the blood with the intent 
to consume the offering either beyond its 
time or outside of its area, the reception is 
disqualified on the basis of their unfit- 
ness. Hence, their improper intent is 
meaningless, since it was not declared 
during a bona fide avodah (Rav; Rashi; 
Gem. 26b). [Consequently, the invalid 
avodah may be repeated (if possible), as 
set forth further, and the offering will be 


1. If the blood came into contact with tumah and was thereby contaminated, it cannot be 
thrown even according to the dissenting view of R’ Eliezer. However, there is a dispute 
whether the blood of offerings is susceptible to tumah at all (see Pesachim 16a). Rambam 
(Tumas Ochalin 10:16; Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:36) accepts as halachah the view that it is not 


susceptible. Our commentary reflects this view. 
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וּבַעָבָדִים, PX - OXNVI‏ בְקְדְשי DWI2‏ - 
וּבְלְבַד שָלַא WH‏ טְמַאִים נוגְעִים בַּבּשָר. לְפִּיכֶךְ 


זבחים 
ג/א 


YAN OFT Nx Vapy 123) Ww DI OF 


:ד אברהם 


slaves (Chagigah 4a; Rambam, Hil. 
Chagigah 2:1). [If they are subsequently 
emancipated, they become full Jews.] 
Since women are eligible to slaughter a 
sacrifice, so too are slaves. 


The reason the mishnah must specify that 
a woman’s slaughter of an offering is valid is 
because it could otherwise have been argued 
that women are even less qualified than male 
non-Kohanim in this regard. A parallel can 
be drawn from avodos requiring a Kohen, in 
which only the avodos performed by male 
Kohanim are valid, but not those performed 
by the daughters of Kohanim (Tos. Yom Tov 
citing Tos., Chullin 2a, s.v. ;בל‎ see Maharam 
there). 


- וּבְטְמָאִים‎ — and by persons who are 
tamei — 

Although the slaughter must be per- 
formed ‘717359, before HASHEM (Lev. 1:5), 
ie., within the Temple Courtyard, and 
entry into this area is forbidden to 
anyone who is tamei (see Numbers 5:1-3; 
Keilim 1:8), it is nevertheless possible for 
a person who is tamei to slaughter an 
offering by standing just outside the 
Courtyard and using a long-handled 
knife to reach the neck of an animal 
standing just inside the Courtyard (Rav 
from Gem. 32a). 

The Gemara also considers the possibility 
of allowing the person who is tamei to 
stretch his hand (holding a regular knife) 
into the Courtyard to perform the slaughter 
while keeping his body outside the Court- 
yard. However, this would require the 
acceptance of the point of view that the 
introduction of only part of the person’s 
body into the Courtyard is not legally 


considered an entry לא שֶמָה]‎ nypna בִּיאָה‎ 
.בִּיאָה‎ partial entry is not considered entry]. 
The halachically accepted view is that even 
introduction of part of the body is considered 
entry and therefore forbidden to one who is 
tamei (see Gem. 32b; Rambam, 8105 HaMik- 
dash 3:18). 


- DWI W232 אַפִילוּ‎ — even in regard to 
[the] most holy offerings — 

[Le., slaughter performed by disquali- 
fied persons is valid even in regard to 
sacrificies of the category of the most 
holy offerings [kodshei kodashim], such 
as the olah and chatas, even though the 
most holy classification of these offerings 
makes them subject to strictures which 
do not apply to other offerings.] 


MP Xdw taba -‏ טְמָאִים נוגְעִים בַּבָּשָר. 
provided that those who are tamei do not‏ 
touch the meat.‏ 

[A live animal does not become tamei 
(Rambam, Tumas Ochalin 2:6). Once it 
is slaughtered, however, its meat becomes 
subject to the tumah of foodstuffs (nxnVv 
(אוכָלִין‎ 1 Should one who is tamei 
slaughter the offering and then touch the 
carcass of the animal as. he finishes, he 
would not only violate the prohibition on 
contaminating sacrificial substances, but 
he would also make it impossible to eat 
the meat or burn its sacrificial parts upon 
the Altar. Furthermore, in such a case the 
blood would no longer be thrown, since 
according to the halachically accepted 
view of R’ Yehoshua (see Pesachim 77b; 
Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:34), 
the blood may not be thrown if the meat 
and sacrificial parts are not in existence; 


1. In general, before a foodstuff can become tamei, it must first be rendered susceptible to 
tumah [nxnv Yaz? ww] by being wet with one of seven liquids (see Machshirin 6:4-6). 
Although blood is one of these liquids, the blood of the slaughter cannot serve this purpose 
because the blood of sacrifices is excluded from this rule (Pesachim 16a, 20a; Rambam, Hil. 
Tumas Ochalin 10:16). Accordingly, the Gemara (Pesachim 20a, Chullin 36a) states that 
offerings are an exception to this rule because הַקדָש מַכְשַרְתֶּם‎ Nan, the preferred state of their 


he A ide‏ יש 


sanctity makes them susceptible (Rambam ibid.). 
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time or outside its place, if there is [yet some] life-blood, 
a qualified person should again receive [blood]. 


2 [18 a qualified person received [the blood] and 

handed [it] to a disqualified person, he should 
return [it] to the qualified person. [If] he received the 
blood with his right [hand] and put [it] in his left, he 
should return [it] to his right [hand]. [If] he received it in 
a sacred vessel and poured [it] into a non-sacred vessel, 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Sind jn) ww Yap — [If] a qualified 
person received [the blood] and handed 
[it] to a disqualified person, 

After receiving the blood properly, the 
qualified Kohen handed the blood to a 
disqualified person to hold, but the dis- 
qualified person did not carry the blood 
(Rav). 


vIn? — he should return [it] to the‏ לַכָּשָר. 
qualified person.‏ 

The mere act of holding the blood does 
not invalidate it. Holding the blood is not 
an avodah and does not require the 
participation of a qualified person. As 
Rashi expresses it, ‘he [the one holding 
the blood] serves merely as a stand’ 
[Xavyx]. Therefore, it may be returned 
to a qualified Kohen for completion of 


the blood avodah (Rav). 


The Gemara (15a) records a disagreement 
of Amoraim whether the avodah of ho- 
lachah, conveying, if done by a disqualified 
person, can be repeated by a qualified Kohen 
using the same blood. [This question is 
considered only in regard to the avodah of 
conveying, since it alone lends itself to 
repetition with the same blood, by returning 
the blood (before it is thrown) to the spot 
from which the disqualified person conveyed 
it to the Altar.] Rambam (Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 1:27) rules that it cannot. 

The Gemara (14b) also ponders the ques- 
tion whether conveying by means other than 
walking [9392 שָלא‎ 132%], ie., by handing 
the vessel with the blood from one Kohen to 
another until it reaches the Altar, is or is not 
considered a valid form of holachah, convey- 
ing. The Gemara points out that if one 
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accepts the position that it is not considered 
holachah, it should follow that when one 
Kohen hands blood to another (even a 
qualified Kohen), the blood, having been 
advanced toward the Altar without being 
properly ‘conveyed,’ must be returned to its 
original place and conveyed by means of 
walking. This fits well with the phrasing of 
the mishnah which says: he should return it 
to the qualified person [i.e., to the spot at 
which he was previously standing]. 

The Gemara concludes that passing is not 
legally considered holachah. The Gemara 
(15a), however, takes this further and decides 
that although handing is not classified as 
holachah, nevertheless the act cannot be 
repeated and the blood is irrevocably dis- 
qualified. This seems to contradict the ruling 
of the mishnah that the blood may be 
conveyed further after it had been partly 
conveyed through passing. The Gemara 
concludes that in the case under discussion 
no conveying — whether through handing 
or otherwise — is involved. Rather, the 
mishnah refers to a case in which the 
disqualified person was standing further 
away from the Altar than the Kohen who 
received the blood, so that in giving him the 
blood it was not being conveyed in the 
direction of the Altar at all. 


Pap — [If]‏ בִּימִינו וְנָתַן לשמאלו, VI?‏ לִימִינו. 
he received the blood with his right‏ 
(hand] and put [it] in his left, he should‏ 

return [it] to his right [hand]. 

[Avodah must be performed with the 
right hand (as set forth in 2:1). Neverthe- 
less, the fact that the vessel was merely 
shifted and placed in the left hand does 
not disqualify the blood.] 


Chapter Three: Kol HaPesulin 


TW? WIT OF w ox וְחוּץ לְמְקוּמוּ,‎ iar? 


זבחים 


ג/ב הַכָּשָר )2227 


bap [3]‏ הַכָּשָר Jon‏ לְפָּסוּל, יִחַזִיר לַכָּשָר.. 
bap‏ בִּימִינוּ jan‏ לשמאלו, TIM‏ 
3a jon wp 593 dap iva‏ חל, vin‏ 
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valid. Had it been invalidated by the 
intent, however, the entire offering 
would have been invalidated, not merely 
that cup of blood, and repetition of the 
avodah would not accomplish anything. ] 


W537 DF יש‎ Ox — if there is lyet some] 
life-blood, 

[Only the life-blood is valid for the 
blood avodah, as it is written (Lev. 17:11): 
4937 W532 ,בִּיהַדֶּם הוּא‎ for the blood — it 
atones with the soul, 16., with the soul 
which is contained in the animal’s blood 
(see Ibn Ezra there; Rashi to Kereisos 
228(.[ Life-blood is defined as the blood 
which flows from the incision in the 
animal’s neck after the slaughter, as long 
as it still gushes (Kereisos 22a; cf. Ram- 
bam, Maachalos Asuros 6:3 with Lechem 
Mishneh). [The blood which drains af- 
terwards is not valid for the blood 
avodos. | 


ap" הַכָּשָר‎ AWW? — a qualified person 
should again receive [blood]. 

[Since the disqualified person’s recep- 
tion invalidated only that cup of blood, 
not the offering as a whole, if blood still 


remains, it can be subsequently received 
by a qualified person and used to com- 
plete the blood avodah.] 


Although the mishnah uses the example of 
receiving, the same is true of the avodos 
which follow — holachah, conveying the 
blood, and zerikah, throwing it against the 
Altar. If these avodos were performed by 
disqualified persons, they can be repeated in 
the proper manner even if an invalidating 
intent was declared during the original 
avodah (Tos. Yom Tov citing Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:2; see Gem. 26b). 


However, there is one exception to this 
tule. If a person who is tamei threw the 
blood, the avodah cannot be repeated, and 
the offering is consequently disqualified. 
Zerikah by a person who is tamei is consid- 
ered to possess a degree of validity, as may be 
seen from the fact that when most of the 
Kohanim are tamei, the avodah of tamei 
persons is valid. This minimal degree of 
validity, though insufficient to validate the 
offering in ordinary times, is sufficient to 
reckon the avodah as having been performed 
and thus preclude its repetition. In the words 
of the Gemara: it renders [the rest of blood] 
‘remainder’ [oryw [עושָה‎ (Me’ilah 5b; 
Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:28( 5 


1. Ina valid offering the blood left in the vessel after the zerikah is labeled nw, remainder, 
and it is supposed to be poured upon the Altar base (see 5:2,3). The designation to do 
something with the blood other than zerikah ipso facto disqualifies the blood for zerikah. 


2. Rambam’s language implies that even receiving by a tamei person will render the rest of 
the blood ‘remainder.’ Indeed, this is what Ravad, Mirkeves HaMishneh, Even HaAzel, and 
Sefas Emes believe to be Rambam’s view. According to this view, our mishnah speaks about 
all disqualified persons with the exception of a tamei person. Ravad himself, however, 
disputes this view and considers the tamei person to be an exception only in the case of 
throwing the blood, but in the case of receiving, his reception would not render the remaining 
blood unusable and would not preclude a second receiving. Kesef Mishneh maintains that 
_Rambam, too, holds the view espoused by Ravad (see Chazon Ish, Zevachim 10:4). 
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he should pour [it] back into a sacred vessel. [If] it spilled 
from the vessel onto the floor and he gathered it [up], it 
is valid. 

(If] he applied it to the ramp, [or] not opposite the 
[Altar] base; [or] he applied that which should be 
applied to the lower [part of the Altar] above, or that 
which should be applied to the upper part below; [or he 
applied] that which should be applied within [the 
Sanctuary] on the outside, or that which should be 
applied on the outside, within [it] — if there is [yet 
some] life-blood, a qualified person should again receive 


[blood]. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


avodah can and should be repeated if 
possible, by receiving new blood from 
the animal and performing the full 
avodah with it. Only life-blood is valid 


for this, as explained in mishnah 1.] 


The Gemara, however, qualifies this 
by explaining that the mishnah’s ruling 
refers only to a case in which the person 
throwing the blood was one of the 
disqualified persons listed in mishnah 1 
(Rav from Gem. 26b). [Thus, the act 
described here actually suffers from two 
disqualifications: (a) It was performed by 
a disqualified person; and (b) the blood 
was applied to the wrong place on the 
Altar.] Had the blood been thrown by a 
qualified Kohen, the act of zerikah could 
not be repeated (even with new blood), 
and as a result the meat and sacrificial 
parts would remain forbidden for con- 
sumption and burning on the Altar. The 
owner, however, would have fulfilled his 
obligation (Gem. 26b). 

The reason for this qualification is as 
follows: Taken at face value, that the mish- 
nah refers to an application made to the 
wrong place by a qualified Kohen, the 
mishnah’s ruling presents a problem. In the 
comm. to mishnah 2:1 we explained that the 
application of the blood to the wrong part of 


the Altar is not completely valid; on the 
contrary, the offering is considered to be 
valid in atoning for the owner and fulfilling 
his obligation, and it is invalid only to the 
extent that the meat (and sacrificial parts) are 
disqualified — i.e., the meat cannot be eaten 
(and the sacrificial parts cannot be burnt on 
the Altar). This is because of the rule of xbw 
,בִמַקומו כַּמקומו דָמִי‎ the incorrect place for it 
[the blood application] is also treated as its 
place in regard to the validity of the offering 
(though not the meat and sacrificial parts). 
Accordingly, there would be no point in 
repeating the blood avodos. Since the goal of 
atonement has already been achieved and 
would in no way be furthered by a repetition 
of the zerikah, the only possible purpose in 
repeating the exercise would be to permit the 
meat (and sacrificial parts) for consumption. 
However, since the first blood thrown 
achieved atonement, any repetition of it 
would not be considered a bona fide avodah 
of zerikah, and could not serve to lift the 
prohibition of the meat. 

For this reason, the Gemara concludes that 
in the cases under discussion the mishnah 
must be dealing with a situation in which 
there is an additional disqualifying factor — 
the performance of the avodah by a disquali- 
fied person. This factor totally invalidates 
the avodah, so that it can be repeated"! 

There is an obvious difficulty with this 
interpretation. If the invalidation of the 


1. This follows the halachically accepted view of the Amora Shmuel, as noted there. However, 
according to the view that blood applied to the wrong place does not atone at all (the view of 
R’ Yochanan; Gem. 27a), it is obviously not necessary to assume that the throwing referred to 
here was done by a disqualified person; even if it is done by a qualified Kohen it is totally 


invalid and can be repeated. 
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זבחים א לְכְלִי קְדָש. yaw‏ מן הַבְּלִי עַל הֶרְצְפָּה ADONI‏ 


גיב בָּשָר. 


NN JD} TO 1433 NW Wadd גַּבִּי‎ Dy ian} 

mbynd לְמַעָלָה, וְאֶת הַנָתָּנִים‎ men? pani 
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ויקְבָּל. 


PAIN יד‎ 


dap‏ בִּכָלִי 93a [Ny WIp‏ חל, Vig?‏ לָכָלִי 
wap — [If] he received [it] in a sacred‏ 
vessel and poured [it] into a non-sacred‏ 
vessel, he should pour [it] back into a‏ 
sacred vessel.‏ 

[It is axiomatic that any vessel used in 
the avodah must be 8 nqw 3, sacred 
vessel (see General Introduction). Had 
the blood been received in a non-sacred 
vessel it would have been disqualified. 
Having been properly received, however, 
it does not become disqualified by being 
transferred to a non-sacred vessel. Never- 
theless, it must be transferred back to a 
sacred vessel to be conveyed to the Altar.] 


WWI — [If]‏ מן הַכְּלִי Fy‏ הֶרְצְפָּה וְאֶסְפו, כָּשָר. 
it spilled from the vessel onto the floor‏ 
and he gathered it up, it is valid.‏ 

{Mishnah 2:1 stated that if the blood 
spilled onto the floor from the animal's 
neck and one gathered it up into a vessel, 
it is not valid. In order for the avodah of 
receiving to be valid, it is essential that 
the blood go directly from the animal's 
neck into a sacred vessel. However, once 
the avodah of receiving has been per- 
formed properly, the blood is not dis- 
qualified by spilling onto the floor. Thus, 
if it is then gathered up, the avodah may 
proceed toward its completion.] 

[If] he applied it to‏ — גְתָנו עַל 72a‏ הַבָּבָש, 
the ramp,‏ 

{Instead of throwing the blood on the 
Altar as prescribed, the blood was 
thrown on the ramp which serves as the 
approach to the top of the Altar.] 


TOT 3339 שָלא‎ - 
[Altar] base; 


[or] not opposite the 
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[Or he threw the blood upon the Altar 
but not on the part above the base; see 
comm. to 2:1.] 


נָתַן אֶת הַנַּתָנִין לְמַטָה לְמַעְלָה: וְאֶת הַנָתָּנִים 
mynd - for] he applied that‏ לְמַטָה; 
which should be applied to the lower‏ 
[part of the Altar] above; or that which‏ 
should be applied to the upper part‏ 

below; 

[Most offerings have their blood ap- 
plied to the lower half of the Altar wall, 
16. below the painted red line which 
divides the top of the Altar from the 
bottom. Only the blood of the chatas 
and bird olah were applied to the top part 
of the Altar. See above, 2:1.] 


אֶת הַנַתָּנִים בְּפְנִים בַּחוּץ, NX)‏ הַנַּתָּנִין בַּחוּץ 
[or he applied] that which‏ — בְּפְנִים - 
should be applied within [the Sanctuary]‏ 
on the outside; or that which should be‏ 
applied on the outside, within [it] —‏ 

(Most offerings have their blood 
thrown on the Altar which stands out- 
side in the Courtyard. There are, how- 
ever, certain special offerings whose 
blood is applied inside the Sanctuary by 
being sprinkled towards the Curtain 
[ְפָרוּכֶת]‎ and on the Golden Altar. See 
comm. to 2:1.] 


az) הַנֶּפָש, 7 הַכָּשר‎ oF w ox — if 
there is [yet some] life-blood, a qualified 
person should again receive [blood]. 

{In all these cases of wrong-place 
applications, although the avodah which 
has been performed incorrectly is not 
valid, only the blood used is disqualified, 


not the offering as a whole. Hence, the 
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3. [A one slaughters a sacrifice [with the intent] to eat 
something which is not meant to be eaten, or to 


burn upon the Altar something which is not meant to be 
burnt, it is valid. R’ Eliezer invalidates [it]. [If the intent 
was] to eat something which is meant to be eaten, or to 
burn upon the Altar something which is meant to be 


burnt — 


{but] less than an olive’s volume, it is valid. [If 


the intent was] to eat half an olive’s volume and to burn 
upon the Altar half an olive’s volume — it is valid, for 
eating and Altar-burning are not combined. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


and infers from the juxtaposition in the 
Torah (Lev. 7:18) of the two categories of 
consumption — eating by humans and 
burning by the Altar — that the two are 
interchangeable. Consequently, if the in- 
tent was for outside its place, the offering 
is invalidated; if it was for beyond its 
time, piggul takes effect and the meat is 
subject to the penalty of kares. 

Another school of thought holds that 
R’ Eliezer invalidates the offering only 
on a Rabbinical level, because of the 
obvious similarity of these cases to those 
which are piggul (Rashi, Menachos 17a). 


727 בָּבֶר שָדַּרְכּוּ לְאָכול, וּלְהַקטִיר‎ 719K? 
כָּשר.‎ Ian ning - לְהַקְטִיר‎ aw — [If 
the intent was] to eat something which is 
meant to be eaten, or to burn upon the 
Altar something which is meant to be 
burnt — [but] less than an olive's vol- 

ume, it is valid. 

[If the object of the intent was less 
than a kezayis (olive’s volume), then the 
intended action cannot be classified as 
eating (either by humans or by the 
Altar), and consequently no invalidation 
can result from such an intent. An olive’s 
volume is the minimum quantity which, 
if consumed, causes the act to be legally 
classified under the term eating, as de- 
fined by Torah norms. This rule applies 
to every category in which the term 
eating is relevant. Thus, one cannot 
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fulfill his obligation to eat matzah on the 
first night of Pesach, or his obligation to 
eat in the succah on the first night of 
Succos, unless he eats at least a kezayis. 
Similarly, one does not receive malkus 
(lashes) for eating forbidden foods unless 
he eats a kezayis of them. 

In this instance, the minimum of an 
olive’s volume is applied not only to the 
category of eating, but to the categories 
of burning and throwing as well, since in 
regard to piggul they are termed by the 
Torah as eating )1.6., consumption by the 
Altar).] 


לָאָכול כַּחָצי זית וּלְהַקָטִיר MI YTD‏ - כָּשָר, 
PRY — [If the‏ אַכִילָה MPT‏ מִצֶטרפין. 
intent was] to eat half an olive’s volume‏ 
and to burn upon the Altar half an‏ 
olive’s volume — it is valid, for eating‏ 
and Altar-burning are not combined.‏ 
[The intent to eat and the intent to‏ 
burn, each in regard to an amount too‏ 
small to invalidate, cannot be combined‏ 
to form a full-sized invalidating intent.]‏ 
This is a superfluous clause, since this‏ 
ruling has already been stated earlier (2:5). It‏ 
is reiterated here to point out that even R’‏ 
Eliezer, who invalidates the offering in the‏ 
previous clause on Rabbinic grounds, con-‏ 
curs that here no such Rabbinic stringency‏ 
should be applied (Rashi to Menachos 17a).‏ 
See Tos. Yom Tov (here and there) for‏ 
explanation of this according to the view‏ 
that R’ Eliezer invalidates on a Biblical level.‏ 
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avodah in this segment of the mishnah is due 
to its performance by a disqualified person, 
why does the mishnah use the example of 
blood applied to the wrong part of the Altar? 
Surely, the same point would have been more 
clearly made if the mishnah had said simply 
that if a disqualified person throws — even 
in its proper place — a qualified Kohen may 
save the situation by receiving new blood 
and repeating the avodah! 

Tosafos resolve this problem by explaining 
that the novelty of this ruling is specifically 


tersa Sie aie ‘the intent] to eat 

He intended to eat of the sacrifice 
outside of its place or time [see 2:2] (Rav; 
Rashi). 


PRW 13 — something which‏ 13771 לָאָבול, 
is not meant to be eaten,‏ 

[He intended ‘to eat a part of the 
sacrifice which should be offered upon 
the Altar — either to drink some of the 
blood or to eat the sacrificial parts 
[אַמוּרין]‎ (see Menachos 17b). The law 
regarding an instance in which one 
intended to eat inedible parts of the 
offering is discussed in mishnah 4.] 


or to‏ — וּלְהַקטִיר 127 DTI PRW‏ לְהַקְטִיר, 
burn upon the Altar something which is‏ 
not meant to be burnt,‏ 

{He intended to burn upon the Altar 
parts which should be eaten, 1.6., the meat 
of the offering. 

As stated earlier (2:2), piggul can be 
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in regard to a person who is disqualified 
because of tumah. As noted above (mishnah 
1, sv. ,(יחזר הכשר‎ blood thrown on the 
proper place by a tamei precludes the repeti- 
tion of the avodah (for the reason explained 
there). It is only because of the combination 
of the two invalidating factors — viz., 
avodah by a person who is tamei and an 
application to the wrong place — that the 
avodah is totally disqualified so that it can be 
repeated (Tos. 26b, s.v. xan; cf. Mirkeves 
HaMishneh to Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:28). 


3. 


effected with an intention either to eat or 
to burn upon the Altar. Both of these 
categories are classified as consumptior., 
the latter as consumption by the Altar.] 


it is valid.‏ — כָּשָר. 

These contemplated actions cannot be 
considered bona fide acts of consumption 
because of their unusualness (Rav to 
Menachos 3:1). [Thus, they cannot effect 
piggul even though both the intent and 
the substance are each theoretically sus- 
ceptible to piggul.] 


215 רַבִּי אָלִיעְזֶר‎ — R’ Eliezer invalidates 
[it]. 

[R’ Eliezer considers the offering inval- 
idated despite the unusual character of 
the intent.] 

The Gemara (Menachos_ 17a,b) 
records a disagreement among Amoraim 
on how to interpret R’ Eliezer’s view. 
One opinion asserts that R’ Eliezer dis- 
qualifies the offering on a Biblical level, 
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4. [18 one slaughters a sacrifice [with the intent] to eat 
an olive’s volume of the hide, the gravy, the 


sediment, the flayed-off shreds, the bones, the gidim, the 
hooves, or the horns — beyond its time or outside its 


YAD AVRAHAM 


tance in regard to the intent to eat and 
are as a thing which is not edible’ 
(Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:7). 
]]6 in order to effect invalidation the 
intent must concern a significant level of 
‘eating’ from the offering. Just as the 
intent to eat an inedible part of the 
animal cannot be reckoned a proper 
‘eating’ and therefore does not invalidate, 
so too with the intent to eat the gravy 
and sediment.] 

yn — the flayed-off shreds,‏ הָאֶלֶל, 

These are the shreds of flesh which 
remain attached to the hide when it is 
separated from the body of the animal 
(Rav from Chullin 121a). [The reason for 
the ruling is the same as given for gravy 
— these shreds are of no importance.] 

Alternatively, 99x refers to the spinal cord 
(Rashi, based on an alternative definition in 
Chullin 121a). This is not considered edible 
(Rav, Chullin 9:1). 


pa — the bones,‏ הָעָצָמות, 

[The bones of an offering are not 
edible, and it is because of this that an 
intent to eat them beyond the offering’s 
allotted time or outside its place cannot 
disqualify the offering.] 

The bones of an offering are, however, 
considered to be an ancillary part of the 
offering. This may be seen from the fact that 
they are offered on the Altar together with 
the limbs of the olah as long as they are still 
attached to it (mishnah 9:5), and they are 
subject to the law of me’ilah (misappropria- 
tion of consecrated matter) along the same 
general lines as the meat of the offering (see 
Gem. 868; Rambam, Hil. Me’ilah 2:12). 

They are not, however, subject to the 
prohibition of leftover ,נותֶר]‎ nossar], nor is 


there any restriction against taking them 
outside of the area allowed for the offering. 
Rather, the zerikah renders them chullin 
(non-sacred), as stated by the Gemara (86a). 
Thus, when the mishnah says, in regard to 
the bones, beyond its time or outside its place, 
the pronoun it refers to the offering, not the 
bones. Nevertheless, the bones are correctly 
grouped among the things excluded from 
disqualifying via intent because of their 
inedibility, since their exclusion from the 
restrictions of leftover and being taken out- 
side their area are also due to their inedibility 
(see Rashi to 86a, s.v. אשם‎ 77). 


po — the gidim,‏ הַגִּידִים, 

The term gidim includes both the 
arteries and tendons (Rambam Comm. 
cited by Tos. Yom Tov; see ed. Kafich). 

[The gidim are treated the same as 
bones in regard to me’ilah and being 
burnt upon the Altar (see 9:5; Gem. 86a) 
and therefore in regard to invalidating 
intent as well.] 


- הַטְּלְפִים, מן הַקָרְנִים‎ ya — the hooves, [or] 
the horns — 

[The hooves and horns of offerings are 
treated the same as bones (see below, 
9:15). Thus, intent regarding them can- 
not invalidate. ] 

Even if the intent was for the soft parts 
of the hooves or horns which are close to 
the meat, which bleed if cut, there is no 
disqualification; they are not considered 
meat (Rav; Rambam Comm.). As Ram- 
bam explains, these substances, even if 
they are edible, are of no significance. 
[Thus they resemble gravy et al. and do 
not render piggul (see comm., s.v. מן‎ 
[,(הקיפה‎ 


Rambam (Comm.) stresses this more 


criterion in regard to intent (as cited above from Rambam), the small shreds of meat, too, are 
of no importance at all, and are not considered in regard to the intention to eat.] However, 
Rambam himself in his formulation of our mishnah (Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:7) substitutes 
the word p?an, spices, for the term קִיפָה‎ and does not mention the small pieces of meat at all, 
indicating that in the case of piggul too, the pieces of meat that settle to the bottom of the pot 


are considered of importance (Tos. Yom Tov). 


[85] 


THE MISHNAH / ZEVACHIM — Chapter Three: Kol HaPesulin 


נד] השוחט nam nx‏ לְאָכול mm‏ מן 
הָעור, מן AIT‏ מִן הַקִיפָה, מן 
אָלֶל, מן הָעָצָמות, po‏ הַגִּידִים, po‏ הַטְלָפַים, מן 


זבחים 
גר 


ד 


:ד אברהם 


4. 


The following mishnah delineates the rule for intents in regard to substances which 


are neither eaten nor burnt upon the Altar. 


mp לָאָכול‎ nam nx הַשוחַט‎ — [If] one 
slaughters a sacrifice [with the intent] to 
eat an olive’s volume 

[The following cases all refer to one 
who slaughters a sacrifice with the intent 
to eat some part of the offering either 
beyond its allotted time or outside its 
assigned place. As explained previously, 
these intents must concern at least a 
kezayis (volume of an olive) in order to 
have the potential of invalidating the 
offering. ] 


po — of the hide,‏ הָעור, 

[The hide is not part of the offering — 
it is neither burnt on the Altar nor eaten. 
It is non-sacred (see further, 12:4), and it 
is in fact completely unfit for consump- 
tion.] 

However, the underside of the hide of the 
tail is considered edible (Tos. Yom Tov citing 
Rambam, Hil. Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:7, 
from Gem. 28a; Kesef Mishneh; see above 
2:2). Thus, in a goat it is part of the portion of 
the offering which is eaten; in the sheep it is 


burnt upon the Altar together with the tail 
(see Rashi there). 


the gravy,‏ — מן הֶרטָּב, 

[He intended to eat the gravy made 
from cooking the meat of the offering 
(see Chullin 120a).] Although the broth 
has surely absorbed the flavor of the 
meat, and this flavor is considered to be 
as the meat itself in regard to the general 
laws of kashrus כְּעִיקֶר רְאורִייתָא)‎ DYY; see 
Pesachim 44b), nevertheless this does not 
confer upon the gravy the status of 
offering meat. Thus intent in regard to it 
cannot invalidate (Tif. Yis.). 


Ya — the sediment,‏ הַקִיפָה, 

A mixture of spices and particles of 
meat which accumulate at the bottom of 
the pot (Rav, Rashi, from Chullin 
120a)." Intent in regard to this sediment 
cannot affect the status of the offering. 
The basis for the law in these last two 
cases is that ‘all of these [substances (i.e., 
gravy and sediment)] are of no impor- 


1. Actually, Rashi’s definition seems to contradict the Gemara’s conclusion. The Gemara in 
Chullin (120a) records two opinions on this matter. The topic of discussion there is nxpy 
,אוכָלִין‎ the tumah of foodstuffs, for which the volume of an egg is necessary in order for the 
contaminated food to transmit tumah. In connection with this, the mishnah (117b) lists several 
things which can contribute to completing the egg-size minimum, even though they cannot 
be considered foods in their own right. One of these is 7577. Rabbi (ibid. 120a) believes that 
mp7 is the collection of minuscule pieces of meat which settle at the bottom of the pot. 
However, the Gemara there rejects this with the argument that minuscule pieces of meat are 
themselves in the category of food, so that an egg’s volume of them would be sufficient to 
transmit food tumah in their own right, whereas the mishnah (ibid. 117b) rules that קִיפָה‎ can 
only be counted in combination with other bona fide foods. The Gemara therefore concludes 
that only the spices are meant by the word קִיפָה‎ (Tos. Yom Tov; cf. Tos. Chullin 112b, s.v. 
.(וקיפה‎ 

[However, it may be that Rashi holds that essentially both the meat and the spices are 
included in the definition of the word 7577. The Gemara merely demonstrates that the ruling 
of the mishnah in regard to tumah cannot refer to the pieces of meat and is directed 
exclusively at the spices. In this regard the ruling is justifiable, since the spices are not eaten 
(Rashi ibid.). In regard to our mishnah, however, it can be argued that since importance is the 
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place — it is valid; and one is not liable in regard to them 
for piggul, nossar, and tamei. 


5. [18 one slaughters consecrated [animals] with the 
intent to eat its fetus or afterbirth, outside — he 
has not rendered [it] piggul. [If] one performs melikah 
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He has not rendered the offering 
invalid by his intent to eat its fetus or 
afterbirth outside its place. Similarly, if 
his intent was to eat the fetus or after- 
birth beyond the time for such an 
offering, he has not rendered the offering 
piggul (Rav; Rambam Comm.). 

The mishnah’s usage of the term piggul 
indicates that the mishnah here speaks about 
the intent of 13019 yin, beyond its time. [As 
noted several times, piggul is the special 
invalidation for the intent to eat the offering 
beyond its time. The term used by the 
mishnah to denote the invalidation resulting 
from the intent to eat the offering outside its 
place is 510, invalid.] However, the state- 
ment yina... 91989, to 60+ . . . outside, belies 
this and indicates that our mishnah speaks 
about the invalidation resulting from an 
intent to eat outside its place. Rav, following 
Rambam (Comm.), sees the mishnah as 
making two points; it is as if the mishnah 
had said 9ap לזָּמַנו] לא‎ yin [לא פֶָסַל,‎ yang, 
outside [its place, he has not invalidated it; 
beyond its time] he has not rendered it piggul. 
Tosafos (35b, s.v. ,(לאכול‎ however, indicate 
that the term yim3, outside, here refers 
exclusively to outside its place. Thus, the 
term 535 ,לא‎ has not rendered it piggul, is 
used here in a borrowed sense. However, 
Tosafos note that the ruling of the mishnah 
would in fact apply just as well to the intent 
to eat beyond its time. 


The fetus [and afterbirth] are not 
considered part of the offering, so that an 
intent to eat them cannot be viewed as an 
intent to eat of the offering. Therefore, it 
cannot invalidate (Rav, Rashi to mish- 
nah). Alternatively, even if the fetus and 
afterbirth are considered to be part of the 
offering, the offering is nevertheless not 
invalidated.’ Since most people would 
refrain from eating them (see Rambam 
Comm. ed. Kafich), the intent to eat them 
cannot be considered an intent to eat 
something meant to be eaten (Rashi to 
Gem. 35a; cf. Chullin 77a), or an intent to 
eat something significant (Rambam, Pe- 
sulei HaMukdashin 14:7( 5 

However, if the intent was to eat the 
offering itself beyond its time, even the fetus 
and afterbirth are rendered piggul (Gem. 
35a,b; Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 
18:23). Rashi (35a, s.v. ,מוראה‎ Tos. there, s.v. 
(פיגל‎ explains that although they are not 
sufficiently edible to be classified as food in 
regard to the intent to eat (since most people 
will not eat them), nevertheless the fetus and 
afterbirth meet the minimum standards for 
edibility in regard to eating prohibited sub- 
stances — since some people do eat them (cf. 
Rambam et al., Ma’achalos Assuros 5:13). 
Thus once the offering has been rendered 
piggul, these parts too are included in the 
prohibition”! 


1. Tosafos point out that whether the fetus and afterbirth are considered part of the offering 
or not is the subject of a Tannaitic disagreement in tractate Temurah (28b). Rav’s (and 
Rashi’s) interpretation to the mishnah assumes the viewpoint that they are not, while the 
alternative interpretation cited adopts the view that they are [imax 77 ,עַבָּר‎ the embryo is 
considered as the thigh of its mother [ 


2. Rambam (Comm.) explains that the term 5°>w refers to a not fully developed fetus. [This 
is central to Rambam’s interpretation, for a fully developed fetus should logically be 
considered edible. According to Rav’s understanding, the ruling of the mishnah refers even to 
a fully developed fetus.] 


3. Of course this concept is not relevant to the explanation given by Rav (and Rashi to the 
mishnah) that a fetus and afterbirth are not part of the offering. Consequently, in their view, 
even if the offering is rendered piggul, the fetus and afterbirth are exempted from this 
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strongly and says: ‘Wherever hooves and 
horns are mentioned in this context, it [the 
mishnah] refers specifically to the soft parts 
of the hooves or horns which ooze blood. 
Rambam does not explain why he insists on 
defining hooves and horns in this manner. 
Perhaps his thinking is that since horns and 
hooves are physically impossible to eat, the 
mishnah would have had no need to state 
that an intent to eat them has no effect. Thus 
Rambam interprets the mishnah to refer to 
the softer parts, which can possibly be eaten, 
but which are nevertheless considered inedi- 
ble. One can surmise that in his view the 
term bones refers to soft bones. 


iat? yin — beyond‏ או חוּץ wip?‏ - כָּשָר; 
its time or outside its place — it is valid;‏ 

{If during the slaughter he intended to 
eat any one of the substances listed above 
beyond the offering’s time or outside its 
place, the offering is unaffected and 
therefore remains valid. In all of these 
instances the substance intended for eat- 
ing is considered inedible or unimpor- 
tant, as explained above, and thus the 
intent to eat it is irrelevant.] 


5. 


PWIPAT הַשוחָט אֶת‎ — [If] one slaughters 
consecrated [animals] 

]1.6., he slaughters them as an offering 
but with the intent to consume them 
beyond their proper time or outside their 
proper place.] 

(The mishnah has until this point used the 
term M31, sacrifices, to introduce these cases. ] 
The term מִקְדְּשִין‎ consecrated [animals], is 
used wherever the reference is specifically to 
female animals (Rav; Rashi). 


PR) — and one is‏ חַיָּבִים עָלִיהֶם משוּם פּגוּל, 
not liable in regard to them for piggul,‏ 
Even if the offering became piggul‏ 
because its meat was intended to be eaten‏ 
beyond its time, the kares penalty is not‏ 
incurred by eating any of the above‏ 
substances (Rav; Rashi; see Gem. 35b).‏ 


nossar [lit., leftover],‏ — וְנותָר, 

[The meat of an offering left over past 
its allotted time becomes prohibited for 
eating under penalty of kares. Such meat 
is known as 1ni3, nossar. The above 
substances, however, are not in the cate- 
gory of meat regarding this prohibition. 
Thus, even if they were left past the 
offering’s time, no prohibition attaches to 
them.] 


100) — and tamei. 

If a person contaminated with tumah 
eats meat of an offering, he incurs the 
penalty of kares. The above-mentioned 
substances, however, are not in the cate- 
gory of meat, as already explained, and 
consequently there is no punishment of 
kares for eating them (see Rav, Rashi). 


with the intent to‏ — לָאָכול שָלִיל או שַלְיָא 


eat its fetus or afterbirth 

[Le., the animal was pregnant at the 
time of its offering and he intended to eat 
its fetus or its placenta.] 


- בַּחוּץ‎ — outside — 

16., his intent was to eat the fetus or its 
placenta outside the place permitted for 
this offering (Rav; Rambam Comm.). 


539 לא‎ — he has not rendered [it] piggul. 


1. Rambam’s definition is based on a statement by Rav Papa in Chullin 121a, who explains 
that the mishnah’s ruling (there) that horns are susceptible to tumah contamination as 
foodstuffs אוּכָלִין]‎ nxnv] refers to the part of the horn which oozes blood when cut (see 
Rambam, Tumas Ochalin 4:4). 
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on turtledoves within [the Courtyard] in order to eat 
their, eggs outside, he has not rendered it piggul. The 


milk of consecrated [animals] and the eggs of turtle- 
doves — one is not liable in regard to them for piggul, 


nossar, or tamei. 


6. [18 he slaughtered it with the intent to leave its 
blood or its sacrificial parts until the next day, or 
to take them outside [the Courtyard] — R’ Yehudah 
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nossar,‏ — וְנותָר, 

(For the same reason, if the eggs or 
milk were left beyond the time limit 
allowed for eating the offering, there is 
no kares for eating them.] 

Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:22) 
rules, however, that there is a Rabbinic 
prohibition against eating the eggs or milk of 
an offering which was rendered piggul or.to 
eat them beyond the offering’s time limit (see 
Even HaAzel there, Mishneh LaMelech to 
§7). [One can extrapolate from this that it is 


also forbidden to eat them outside of the area 
allowed to the offering. This also raises the 
question of whether one is similarly obli- 
gated to consume the eggs and milk with the 
rest of the offering.] 


or tamei.‏ — וְטְָמָא. 

[If a person contaminated with tumah 
ate the milk or eggs, he does not incur the 
punishment of kares. }" 

Here too the Rambam (ibid.) rules that 
there is a Rabbinic prohibition for a tamei to 
eat them. 


6. 


The mishnah has to this point elaborated the laws pertaining to the intent to 
consume an offering beyond its allotted time or place. The following mishnah 
discusses the intent to do other invalidating things with an offering and whether such 


intentions also disqualify the offering. 


47 73977 nan Sy שְחָטו‎ — [If] he slaugh- 
tered it with the intent to leave its blood 

16, he did not intend to throw the 
blood beyond its time, merely to leave it 
over without throwing it (Rambam 
Comm.). 


or its sacrificial‏ — או אֶת אָמוּרָיו לְמָחָר, 
parts until the next day,‏ 
Or he intended to leave over the‏ 


sacrificial parts to the next day, without 
any intent to burn them later (Rav; 
Rambam Comm.). 


- yin? או לְהוצִיאָן‎ — or to take them 
outside [the Courtyard] — 

Le., his intent was only to take them 
outside the designated area but not to 
throw the blood there or burn the 


sacrificial parts (Rambam Comm.). 


1. The Gemara (35b) infers from this clause of the mishnah that if the intent to eat was 
directed at the offering, one incurs the punishment for piggul for the fetus and afterbirth as 
well. As previously noted, this is consistent only with the view that these are part of the 
offering (see above, s.v. 915 (לא‎ 

In regard to nossar and tamei, Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:23) rules that the 
prohibitions and kares of nossar and tamei apply to the fetus and afterbirth just as piggul does 
(see Mirkeves HaMishneh). Tosafos (35b, s.v. ,(הא‎ however, differentiate between piggul, 
which applies, and nossar and tamei, which in their view does not. Ravad (to Sifra on Lev. 
7:18) explains that this differentiation is based on Scriptural exegesis (see there for an 
alternative explanation). 
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There is yet another point of halachah 
which is contingent upon the question of 
whether the fetus and afterbirth are excepted 
from piggul for reasons of inedibility or 
because they are not considered part of the 
offering. The mishnah says that the offering 
is not rendered piggul. Is the fetus itself 
rendered piggul? If the reason is inedibility, 
surely there is no basis for differentiating 
between the fetus and the offering; but 
according to the view that the fetus is 
considered independent of the mother, it 
could become piggul in its own right (see 
Gem. 35b) if it is classified as a consecrated 
offering. This, however, depends upon many 
factors that are beyond the scope of this book 
to discuss; see Temurah 25b. 


poing — [If] one performs‏ תורין בְּפְנִים 
melikah on turtledoves within [the‏ 
Courtyard]‏ 

[When one sacrifices bird offerings 
(pigeons or turtledoves), the slaughter 
procedure of animals is replaced by a 
procedure called melikah [np*2n], in 
which the neck is pierced from the back 
by a Kohen using his sharpened thumb- 
nail (see Lev. 1:15, 5:8; below 6:4). The 
procedure is performed in the Temple 
Courtyard on or near the Altar (see 
below, 6:2,5). 

Although the mishnah specifies only 
turtledoves, the ruling of the mishnah 
applies equally to pigeons.] 

(It is not clear why the mishnah finds it 
necessary to mention here (in contrast to 
previous mishnahs concerning piggul) that 
the melikah was performed within the Tem- 
ple Courtyard (see Shoshanim LeDavid). It 


goes without saying that if slaughter or 
melikah is performed outside the Courtyard, 
the offering is invalid even apart from piggul 
considerations, and piggul can therefore not 
take effect (see mishnah 2:3). The text of the 
mishnah printed in the Gemara deletes the 
word 0°53, within (cf. Shitah Mekubetzes 
§7). 


235 לָאָכול בִּיצִיהֶם בַּחוּץ, לא‎ — in order to 
eat their eggs outside, he has not ren- 
dered it piggul. 

Obviously, the mishnah speaks about 
eggs still within the bird at the time of its 
melikah. Nevertheless, the offering is not 
invalidated as a result of this intent, 
because the eggs are not considered part 
of the offering [and thus the offering 
itself was not improperly intended] 
(Rav; Rashi). 


The milk of consecrated‏ — 290 הַמַּקְנֶּשין 
[animals]‏ 

Milk which was in the udder of the 
offering at the time of its slaughter (Rav; 
Rashi). 


Jaap משוּם‎ wey pam אִין‎ - PInoy - 
and the eggs of turtledoves — one is not 
liable in regard to them for piggul, 

(If the intent to eat beyond the time of 
the offering was directed at them, no 
piggul results, as already stated. If the 
offering was rendered piggul because of 
an intent to eat its meat beyond the 
proper time, there is no kares for eating 
the milk or eggs.] These substances are 
not part of the offering (Rav; Rashi). 


classification. In their view, the Gemara’s statement that the fetus is rendered piggul is said 
only in regard to the view expressed by the Amora R’ Elazar (Gem. 35a) who adopts the view 
that these substances are part of the offering (see Tosafos and Tos. R’ Akiva). 
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outside, or that which should be applied outside [the 
Sanctuary] within [it], [or] so that people who are tamei 


should eat it, [or] so that people who are tamei should 
offer it up [on the Altar], [or] so that uncircumcised 
persons should eat it, [or] so that uncircumcised persons 
should offer it up, [or] to break the bones of a 
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the principle stated by R’ Yehudah earlier in 
the mishnah. As we will see further, the 
Gemara infers from the mishnah that R’ 
Yehudah concurs in the cases listed in the 
second half of the mishnah (Rashi). [It goes 
without saying that according to the Sages 
who dispute R’ Yehudah’s view, the offering 
is not invalidated even if one intended, 
during one of the avodos, to have persons 
who are tamei throw the blood.] 


[or] so that uncircum-‏ — שִיאכְלוּהוּ עָרָלִים, 
cised persons should eat it,‏ 
[Uncircumcised persons may not eat‏ 
the meat of offerings, but even if they do‏ 
eat from them, the offering is not dis-‏ 
qualified as a result. Thus no disqualifica-‏ 
tion can result from the intent to do so.]‏ 
There is no question that an uncircumised‏ 
person is prohibited to eat the meat of‏ 
offerings, but the source for this is not‏ 
discussed by the Gemara. Elsewhere, the‏ 
Gemara (22b) adduces a verse from Ezekiel‏ 
which prohibits an uncircumcised per-‏ )44:9( 
son even to enter the Temple and to partici-‏ 
pate in the avodah. However, this does not‏ 
prove that he may not eat of an offering;‏ 
many persons — e.g., non-Kohanim — are‏ 
prohibited from participating in the avodah‏ 
but are permitted to eat from offerings.‏ 
According to the view held by R’ Akiva‏ 
(Yevamos 70a), an uncircumcised person has‏ 
the same halachic disqualifications as a‏ 
tamei, so that no further source need be‏ 
searched for; but this view is unique and is‏ 
not accepted as halachah by Rambam (see‏ 
Hil. Terumos 7:10 and Lechem Mishneh to‏ 
Hil. Korban Pesach 9:7). The Torah does,‏ 
however, explicitly forbid an uncircumcised‏ 
person to partake of the pesach- offering (Ex.‏ 
and it may be that the prohibition‏ ,)12:48 
regarding all offerings is derived by analogy‏ 
from the pesach-offering. Obviously, the‏ 
pesach- offering differs from other offerings‏ 
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with the stringency that even one’s children 
and slaves must be circumcised before one is 
permitted to partake of it. Nevertheless, it 
can serve as a source, since even the con- 
sumption of terumah is forbidden to an 
uncircumcised Kohen (see Yevamos 70a,b). 
Thus a prohibition regarding all offerings 
can be derived by means of a bi-faceted 
analogy הַצַד מִשָנִי צְדָדִים)‎ m9) from terumah 
and the pesach- offering. 

However, Rambam (Sefer HaMitzvos Lo 
Saaseh 135), followed by Sefer HaChinuch 
(282), states that the prohibition for an 
uncircumcised person to eat terumah in- 
cludes offerings as well. Rambam gives no 
source for this novel statement, and it can be 
argued that he derives this from the analogy 
explained earlier. However, in Hilchos San- 
hedrin 19:4 (§69), he lists the consumption of 
offerings by an uncircumcised person among 
the sins which are punishable by malkus, 
indicating that this is included in a verse of 
the Torah, and is not based on a mere 
analogy. 


so that uncir-‏ [זס] — amanpw‏ עָרָלִים, 
cumcised persons should offer it up,‏ 
{Here too the term offer refers to‏ 
burning the sacrificial parts. The disqual-‏ 
ification of an uncircumcised person to‏ 
participate in the avodah has already‏ 
been stated earlier (2:1). Nevertheless, if‏ 
he offers up the sacrificial parts, the rest‏ 
of the offering is not invalidated, so‏ 
surely the mere intent to do so has no‏ 


effect.] 


ninyy aw? — [or] to break the‏ הַפֶּסַח, 
bones of a pesach-offering,‏ 

[One who breaks the bones of the 
pesach-offering transgresses a Biblical 
precept (Ex. 12:46), but the offering is not 
disqualified as a result.] 


Chapter Three: Kol HaPesulin 


וְאֶת pina‏ בַּחוּץ בְּפְנִים, שִיאכְלוּהוּ טְמָאִים, 
טְמָאִים, 


שִיאבְלוּהוּ * עְרְלִים, 


זבחים 


Va‏ שַיקְרִיבוּהוּ 


שַיִקָרִיבוּהוּ raw? .woqy‏ עַצְמות הַפֶּסַח, 


:ד אברהם 


fully valid (see comm. to 2:1). Neverthe- 
less, the mere intent to do so during the 
avodah does not invalidate at all.] 


ODA PII NX — [or to apply] that‏ בַּחוּץ, 
which should be applied within [the‏ 
Sanctuary] on the outside,‏ 

[Some chataos have their blood sprin- 
kled and applied to various places within 
the Sanctuary (Heichal). If the blood of 
these chataos was actually thrown on the 
outer Altar, the offering is not com- 
pletely valid, so that the meat may not be 
eaten (see comm. to 2:1). However, the 
mere intent to thrown the blood in the 
wrong place does not disqualify at all.] 


77392 וְאֶת הַנָּתָנִין בַּחוּץ‎ — or that which 
should be applied outside [the Sanctu- 
ary] within [it], 

[The Torah (Lev. 6:23) states that if the 
blood of a chatas is so much as brought 
into the Sanctuary, the blood is invali- 
dated (i.e., no atonement is effected and 
the owner must offer another sacrifice). 
According to some Tannaim (see 8:11, 
Gem. 81b), this disqualification extends 
to all outer offerings )1.6., offerings whose 
blood should be applied to the Courtyard 
Altar). Even if it does not, at a minimum 
the blood has not been thrown as speci- 
fied and the meat of the offering is 
prohibited for consumption (see comm. 
to 2:1). Nevertheless, the mere intention 
to do so does not cause any disqualifica- 
tion even to the meat.]}”! 


[or] so that people‏ — שִיאכְלוּהוּ טְמָאִים, 
who are tamei should eat it,‏ 

(The slaughter was performed with 
the intent that it be eaten by persons 
contaminated with tumah. There is a 
Biblical ban against people who are tamei 


eating the meat of any sacrifice (see Lev. 
22:3). The tamei’s act of eating, per se, 
does not disqualify even the meat of the 
offering, and the atonement of the offer- 
ing is surely not retroactively affected by 
the later transgression of the person who 
eats it in tumah. However, the piece of 
meat from which the tamei eats will 
usually be invalidated because it will 
generally come into contact with the 
tamei’s body as he eats it. Nevertheless, 
the intent to do so during the avodah 
does not disqualify it.] 


WA PW — [or] so that people‏ טְמָאִים, 
who are tamei should offer it up [on the‏ 
Altar],‏ 

He intended that persons who were 
tamei would offer the sacrificial parts for 
burning upon the Altar (Rashi). [If this 
were done, the offering of the sacrificial 
parts would not be valid and the Kohen 


‘doing so would have transgressed the 


Torah law banning those who are tamei 
from doing the avodah (see Lev. 22:2; 
Sanhedrin 83b; Rambam, Bias HaMik- 
dash 4:1). Nevertheless, neither the 
atonement status of the offering nor the 
permissibility of the meat is affected, for 
even if the sacrificial parts are not offered 
at all (eg., they are lost, destroyed, or 
rendered tamei), the offering nonetheless 
atones (see Gem. 5b, Pesachim 59b). 
Thus, the mere intention to do so can 
surely not invalidate the offering (or 
even the sacrificial parts). 

The mishnah cannot refer to the intent to 
have the blood thrown by persons who are 
tamei, for in that case, if this were actually 
done, the offering would be totally invali- 
dated (see 2:1). Consequently, even the inten- 
tion to do so would disqualify according to 


1. This is the view of Rambam. Tosafos, however, speculate that in such a case the offering 
may be completely invalid; see comm. to 2:1, s.v. .פסול‎ 


2. See previous footnote. 
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pesach- offering, or to eat of it half raw, [or] to mix its 
blood with blood that is disqualified — it is valid; for 


intent does not invalidate except for [the intent to 
consume] beyond its time and outside its area, and [the 
intention to slaughter] the pesach and chatas offerings 
for a designation other than their own. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


the ultimate purpose of the offering — 
invalidates by intent. The Gemara assumes 
that R’ Yehudah subscribes to the view that 
an offering achieves atonement even if its 
blood is applied to the wrong place (x>wW 
דָמִי‎ WoIpNd ,בְמִקומו‎ the incorrect place [for the 
blood’s application] is also regarded as its 
place; see above, 2:1; Tos. 27a). Thus, where 
the blood was supposed to be applied to the 
upper half of the Altar but was intended for 
the lower half (and the like cases), the 
offering is not disqualified (c) An intent to 
take (or eat) part of the sacrifice outside its 
area invalidates only if it concerns areas 
which are off limits to all parts of the 
offering — the blood, meat and sacrificial 
parts [ְמָקום הַמְּשוּלְש]‎ ' Thus, the intent to 
throw blood designated for the outer Altar 


an invalidating intent to throw outside the 
offering’s area, because only blood is invali- 
dated by being taken into the Sanctuary, not 
meat or sacrificial parts.” (d) Regarding the 
intent to mix its blood there is no disqualifica- 
tion according to R’ Yehudah [because mix- 
ing bloods does not inherently disqualify the 
valid component; it merely makes it impossi- 
ble to apply any of the blood because of the 
prohibition to apply the disqualified compo- 
nent]. In this R’ Yehudah is consistent with 
his own opinion (see 8:6 with comm.) that a 
substance cannot be nullified by a greater 
quantity of the same kind [Sv בְּמִינו לא‎ pr. 
Accordingly, valid blood is not nullified by 
any amount of disqualified blood. Therefore, 
in the case at hand, if the mixture were 
actually thrown, it would be an effective 


zerikah for the valid blood. 


inside the Sanctuary cannot be classified as 
Chapter 4 


The previous chapters have spoken of invalidating intents during the avodah of 
zerikah, throwing the blood; this, however, is not a uniform procedure for all 
offerings. The Torah specifies different numbers of applications for the blood of 
different offerings. The mishnah will now examine how many of these applications 
are essential for the validation of the offering ְלְעַכָּב]‎ and how many are commanded 
but are not essential to the acceptance of the sacrifice [לְמִצְוֶה]‎ — ie., the offering is 
valid even if they were not made. [This concept is a recurring feature of the laws of 


1. When blood is actually thrown outside its place, the meat is forbidden for consumption 
even according to those who accept the concept that blood thrown outside its place is treated 
as if it had been thrown in its place (see comm. to 2:1, s.v 5105). Thus it should follow that 
when there was an intent to throw in the wrong place, the meat at least should be disqualified 
according to R’ Yehudah. However, Tosafos (27a, s.v. NX?) assert that an intent is effective 
even according to R’ Yehudah only where total disqualification would result from 
actualization of the intent. Thus, the intent to apply the blood in the wrong place does not 
invalidate even the meat. 


2. The text reflects the interpretation of R’ Yom Tov in Tosafos (29a, s.v. DIN). See Rashi 
(there) and Tosafos (there and 26b, s.v. (אמר‎ for other interpretations. 


3. There is disagreement among the commentators whether the intent to throw the blood 
upon the ramp, and the intent to throw blood designated to be thrown within the Sanctuary 
on the outer Altar, belong in category b or 6; see Tosafos to 26b, s.v. אמר‎ and comm. to 2:1. 
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- paws ova דָּמו‎ A? נָא,‎ wan וְלָאָכול‎ 
ima}? YAN פּוסְלֶת אֶלָא‎ DAW PLY AWD 


זבחים 
ג/ו 


YIM‏ למְקומו, וְהַפְּסַח וְהַחַטָאת ROW‏ לָשְמֶן. 


יד אברהם 


or to eat of it half raw,‏ — 513891 מִמְּנוּנָא, 
[The pesach-offering must be fully‏ 
roasted before it is eaten. One who eats it‏ 
in a half-raw state violates a Biblical‏ 
commandment (Ex. 12:9). However, no‏ 
disqualification results to the offering.]‏ 


- לְעָרֶב דָּמוּ בְּרַם פְּסוּלִין‎ — [or] to mix its 
blood with blood that is disqualified — 

[The mishnah states further (8:7) that 
if the valid offering blood was mixed up 
with disqualified blood, e.g., blood which 
had been taken outside of the Temple 
Courtyard, the entire mixture must be 
spilled out. This effectively invalidates 
the offering, since its blood can no longer 
be thrown on the Altar. Nevertheless, the 
mere intention to do so does not invali- 
date the offering. ] 


SW») - it is valid; 

[In all of these cases the intent does not 
affect the offering, and it remains valid.] 
YIN} N17 YIN הַמַחַשָבָּה פוּסֶלָת אֶלָא‎ PRY 
לְמְקומו,‎ — for intent [lit., thought] does 
not invalidate except for [the intent to 
consume] beyond its time and outside its 
area, 

[Intent to do illegal actions does not, as 
a rule, invalidate. It is only those inten- 
tions which the Torah specifically states 
have the power to disqualify which can 
invalidate. The Biblical source for the 
invalidating power of the intentions to 
consume beyond the time and outside 
the area has been given in the comm. to 
2:2.[ 


ew? וְהַפֶּסַח וְהַחַטָאת שַלא‎ — and [the 
intention to slaughter] the pesach and 
chatas offerings for a designation other 
than their own. 

This invalidation has been explained 
above in mishnah 1:1. [These two differ 
from all the others listed here in that they 
do not deal with slaughter performed 
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with the intent to transgress the law later 
on. The mishnah lists them only to 
complete the list of invalidating intents.] 

[Obviously, the closing statement of the 
mishnah reflects the view of the- Sages 
(above) that the intent to perform a disquali- 
fying act later on does not invalidate an 
offering. According to R’ Yehudah, there are 
other intents which invalidate.] 

This mishnah separates the improper 
intentions into two groups. With the first 
(he slaughtered it with the intent to 
leave ... to take them outside), the 
mishnah states that the law is the subject 
of a disagreement between R’ Yehudah 
and the Sages. With regard to the second 
group, however (which begins, he 
slaughtered it with the intent to apply it 
to the ramp), the mishnah does not cite 
any dissenting opinion of R’ Yehudah. 
From this the Gemara (36a,b) deduces 
that R’ Yehudah concurs in these cases 
with the validating ruling of the Sages, 
and does not apply to them his principle 
that an intent possesses the same power 
to invalidate as the actual act. 

The Gemara examines each of these cases 
and concludes that R’ Yehudah’s acceptance 
of these rulings is based on a variety of 
considerations. (a) Only an act which would 
invalidate the offering gives its intent equal 
power. Thus, the intents that persons who 
are tamei or uncircumcised eat the meat, that 
someone break the bones of the pesach-of- 
fering or eat its meat half raw, are excluded 
because all of these acts, although forbidden, 
do not disqualify anything at all (except the 
piece of meat which the tamei person touches 
while he eats it). This also eliminates the 
intents that persons who are tamei or uncir- 
cumcised offer the sacrificial parts. Although 
this would invalidate the avodah of burning 
on the Altar, this would not disqualify the 
rest of the offering; its meat may still be eaten 
and the atonement and fulfillment of the 
owner's obligation are not affected. (b) Only 
an act which would invalidate totally -- 
it would negate even the atonement which is 
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4 1. 


eis Shammai say: All [offerings] whose [blood] is 


1 applied to the outer Altar, if he made [just] one 
application, he has effected atonement; but with the 
chatas offering, two applications. But Beis Hillel say: 
Even [with] the chatas offering, if he made [just] one 
application, he has effected atonement. Therefore, if one 
applied the first one properly, and the second one [with 
an intent for] beyond its time — he has effected 
atonement. [If] he applied the first one [with intent for] 


YAD AVRAHAM 


tioned, it comes to six (two for each of the 
three times the plural form ninqp, horns, 
is used). Since this is patently impossible 
— the Altar has only four horns — one is 
led to the conclusion that the Torah 
speaks here about two separate sums of 
horns, each of which has a different level 
of validity. Accordingly, Beis Shammai 
derive that the Torah commands that the 
blood be applied to each of the four 
horns, but that only two of these applica- 
tions are essential. Thus, if one made 
only two applications, the offering is 
valid (after the fact) — i.e., atonement has 
been achieved, and one need not repeat 
the sacrifice; the meat may be eaten and 
the sacrificial parts may be burnt upon 
the Altar. However, one is obligated 
(initially) to make four applications (Rav 
from Gem. 37b). 


וּבִית ODA‏ אוּמָרִים: אַף חַטָאת Tana‏ מַתָּנָה 
But Beis Hillel say: Even‏ — אַחַת, כְּפר. 
[with] the chatas offering, if he made‏ 
[just] one application, he has effected‏ 

atonement. 

Beis Hillel interpret the verses adduced 
by Beis Shammai in a different manner 
to support their view. They point out 
that although each time the word קרנת‎ 
appears it is vowelized ninqp, indicating 
the plural horns, only once is the word 
actually spelled ,קרנות‎ with the vav, 
which is the written indicator of the 
plural form (Lev. 4:34; see Minchas Shai 
there, Rashi to Sanhedrin 4a). [Without 
the vav, the word קרנת‎ can be read ,קַרְנָת‎ 
a singular, construct (סְמִיכוּת)‎ form.] 
Thus, if we take into account only the 


[97] 


THE MISHNAH / ZEVACHIM — 


written, unvowelized text, four corners 
(one plural and two singular forms of the 
word) are referred to by the Torah. Since, 
however, both modes of the text — the 
,מִקְרָא‎ vowelized mode, and the ,מַסרֶת‎ 
traditional unvowelized mode — are 
equally correct, both must be taken into 
account in regard to halachic inferences. 
In this case, a compromise must be 
reached between the number six indi- 
cated by the vowelization and the num- 
ber four indicated by the unvowelized 
text, so that the number of indicated 
horns is five. Therefore, Beis Hillel con- 
clude that all four horns are commanded, 
but that only one is essential (Rav from 
one view in Gem. 37b). 

Obviously, Beis Hillel could have come to 
the same conclusion by applying the same 
verse used to establish the rule for all the 
other outer-Altar offerings — and the blood 
of your sacrifices shall be spilled — to 
chataos as well. Their need to establish the 
rule in regard to chataos from the number of 
horns mentioned in the Torah serves only to 
refute Beis Shammai’s exegesis (see Tos. 36b, 
s.v. .(מנין‎ 


MYND הָרַאשונָה‎ NX YH) OX APH? - 
Therefore, if one applied the first one 
properly, 

16, if the Kohen performing the 
avodah had no disqualifying intentions 
during the first application (Rashi). 


183 - AM? חוּץ‎ Mw וְאֶת‎ — and the 
second one [with an intent for] beyond 
its time — he has effected atonement. 
Since the first application is sufficient 
to validate any outer Altar offering 
according to Beis Hillel (and any offering 


Chapter Four: Beis Shammai 


[א] בָּית שַמָּאי אומָרִים: כָּל הַנַּתָנִין עַל nam‏ 

הַחיצון, WN) 7D] ONY‏ אַחַת, 
ְּפֶּר; וּבַחַטָאת, "AW‏ מַתָּנות. וּבִית הַלָל אומָרִים: 
אַף חַטָאת שֶנֶּתְנָהּ מַתָּנָה אַחַת, כַּפֶר. לְפִיבֶךף DX‏ 
נָתַן YAN AW ON) APN. ANWR NX‏ 
ANT?‏ - כְּפֶר. נָתַן אֶת הֶרַאשונָה mM? YIN‏ 


זבחים 
ד/א 


יד אברהם 
kodashim — that there are procedures commanded by the Torah for the proper‏ 
offering of sacrifices which are not critical to its validity. Although one is obligated to‏ 
the failure to do so does not prevent the offering from being accepted‏ עב 
as valid.‏ 

Offerings may be divided into two categories, according to where their blood is 
supposed to be thrown. One class of offerings has its blood applied to the Altar in the 
Temple Courtyard [the outer Altar]. This category includes most offerings. A second 
class of offerings has its blood applied to various places within the Sanctuary 
(Heichal }. 

Mishnah 1 deals with the first category of offerings. These too may be subdivided 
into two groups: (a) Chatas offerings, whose blood is applied to the four horn-like 
protuberances” [ְקָרְנות]‎ which rise from the four corners of the Altar’s top; and (b) all 
the other regular offerings, whose blood is thrown twice, each time to the lower half 
of one of two opposing corners of the Altar (see further 5:3-7). The mishnah will 
define how many of these applications are essential. [Excluded from this examination 
are bird offerings, and the bechor, maaser, and pesach- offerings. These offerings do 
not require multiple blood applications, and their single application is obviously 


essential to the validation of the offering (see 5:8).] 


nam Sy pani אוּמְרִים: כָּל‎ cKDY בִּית‎ 
25D אַחַת,‎ MyM החיצון, שָאם נְתָנֶן‎ — Beis 
Shammai say: All [offerings] whose 
[blood ]is applied to the outer Altar, if he 
made [just] one application, he has 
effected atonement; 

[Le., all outer Altar offerings except the 
chatas, as set forth further.] The Torah 
states (Deut. 12:27): “Oy qDw? ודם-זְבָחִיךּ‎ 
pox ה'‎ mam, and the blood of your 
sacrifices shall be spilled on the Altar of 
HASHEM your God, indicating that even a 
single spilling of the blood suffices (Rav 
from Gem. 36b).] 


The text of the mishnah as printed in the 
Gemara (see also Shinuyei Nuschaos and 
Rambam Comm. ed. Kafich) reads: N37 כָּל‎ 
הַחיצון שָנָתַן בְּמְתָּנָה אֶחַת‎ Mam .עַל‎ This seems 
to fit the meaning of the mishnah better. 


mind nw וּבַחַטָאת,‎ — but with the 
chatas offering, two applications. 

[Beis Shammai infer from Biblical ex- 
egesis that the dispensation derived from 
the verse cited above does not refer to 
chatas offerings.] The directive to apply 
the chatas’ blood to the horns of the 
Altar is repeated three times in the Torah 
(Lev. 4:25,30,34). [The repetition is seem- 
ingly redundant, since the Torah could 
have simply said in each of the latter two 
passages, כַּמְּשָפט‎ INvy), and he shall 
perform the service as according to its 
law.] Accordingly, the repetition was 
understood by the Rabbis (in the view of 
Beis Shammai) to inform us concerning 
the number of horns of the Altar to 
which the blood must be applied. If one 
adds together the number of horns men- 


1. The Gemara 53a records a Tannaitic dispute whether the chatas applications need to be 
made specifically to the four ‘horns,’ or whether any part of the Altar’s upper corners are valid, 
as long as it is above the midpoint of the Altar. See comm. to 5:3, .ודמן טעון ארבע מתנות‎ 
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for it. 


beyond its time, and the second one [with intent for] 
outside its area — it is piggul, and one is liable to kares 


2 ll offerings] whose [blood] is applied to the inner 

Altar, if he omitted any of the applications, he 
has not effected atonement. Therefore, if he applied all 
of them properly and one improperly, it is invalid, but it 
bears no kares [punishment]. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


— all of them special chataos — are 
divided into two groups: (a) Those whose 
blood is first sprinkled seven times to- 
ward the Curtain [n3i75] separating the 
Holy [wip] from the Holy of Holies 
הַקָדָשִים]‎ wip], and is then applied once 
to each of the four horns of the inner 
Altar (see Lev. 4:6-7, 17-18). This cate- 
gory consists of the 129 הָעָלֶם‎ 15, the 
chatas for communal error, and the 15 
Sita yaa, Kohen Gadol’s chatas. (b) 
Those whose blood is sprinkled eight 
times toward the Holy Ark which stood 
in the Holy of Holies, eight times toward 
the Curtain, one time to each of the four 
horns of the inner Altar, and seven times 
upon the top of that Altar. This group 
consists of two of the chataos brought on 
Yom Kippur, one for the public and one 
for the Kohen Gadol (Lev. 16:14-15, 
18-19). 


789 אַחַת מִן הַמַתָּנוּת לא‎ Ion שָאִם‎ — if he 
omitted any of the applications, he has 
not effected atonement. 

When the Torah states in regard to the 
bull for communal error (Lev. 4:20): wy) 
,לְפֶּר כַּאֶשָר עֶשָה לְפַר הַחַטָאת‎ And he shall 
do with the bull [of the communal chatas 
offering] as he had done with the bull of 
the chatas [of the Kohen Gadol] ... it 
becomes superfluous for the Torah to 
further detail the blood applications for 
this offering. Nevertheless, the Torah 


does just this, spelling out the details of 
the applications. Now there is a rule cited 
by the Gemara throughout this tractate, 
that the repetition of an avodah by the 
Torah indicates that the avodah is not 
only commanded but is essential to the 
attainment of atonement שַנָּה עָלָיו הַכְּתוּב]‎ 
לְעַבָּב‎ Scripture repeated it to make it 
essential — i.e., to make the atonement 
contingent upon its performance]. Ac- 
cordingly, the repetition teaches that all 
these ‘inner’ applications are essential to 
the attainment of atonement (Rav from 
Gem. 39a). The Gemara finds additional 
allusions to all the other inner chataos in 
this verse which indicate the essential 
nature of each of the required blood 
applications.. 


NOW NON) 132N9 122 1D) ON 2D?‏ כְּתְקְנָה, 
Therefore, if he applied all of them‏ — 
properly and one improperly,‏ 

Le., he made all the blood applications 
except one without improper intentions, 
and with one application he intended 
piggul — to burn the sacrificial parts of 
the offering beyond its time (Rav). 


it is invalid, but it‏ — פָּסוּל, PR)‏ בו כָּרַת. 
bears no kares [punishment].‏ 

Since each application is essential, and 
the avodah of throwing (zerikah) is not 
completed until all the applications have 
been made, therefore they must all be 
viewed as separate components of one 


1. R’ Akiva Eiger notes that the Gemara (41b) concludes that the terms properly and 
improperly are used here with respect to piggul; i.e., he applied all of them with piggul intent, 
and one improperly with respect to piggul — viz., with an intent for outside its place. We have 
presented Rav’s interpretation as the primary commentary to the mishnah because of its 
simplicity and because it seems to be identical with Rambam’s (Comm.) interpretation. As to 
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other than a chatas even according to 
Beis Shammai), an invalidating intent 
during the second application cannot 
effect piggul. Consequently, the offering 
remains valid and its sacrificial parts may 
be burnt upon the Altar and its meat 
may be eaten (Rav; Rashi). [As we 
learned above (2:2,3), the intent to eat or 
burn the relevant parts of the offering 
beyond their allotted time — piggul — 
takes effect only if it occurs during one 
of the four essential blood avodos. The 
mishnah now informs us that after the 
first blood application has been made, 
the essential blood avodah is considered 
to have been accomplished.] 


mmr yin הֶרַאשונָה‎ nx jn) - [If] he 
applied the first one [with intent for] 
beyond its time, 

[Thus, he set the stage for a potential 
piggul invalidation.] 


voy pany 2s — mip? חוּץ‎ mwa ny) 
m3 — and the second one [with intent 
for] outside its area — it is piggul, and 
one is liable to kares for it. 

[In mishnah 2:4 we learned that the 


piggul classification can take effect only 
if the four essential blood avodos have 
been performed correctly without any 
disqualification other than that of piggul 
(see 2:3-4). However, if one avodah was 
done with intent for beyond its time and 
another with intent for outside its place, 
the offering is invalid but is not subject 
to the more stringent, kares- bearing 
invalidation of piggul.] This mishnah 
teaches that since the first blood applica- 
tion is sufficient to validate the offering 
even if a second application is never 
made, piggul takes effect at that point 
and it can no longer be dislodged (Rav; 
Rashi) by a disqualifying intent had 
during a second application. The first 
application is sufficient to fulfill the 
mishnah’s requirement (above 2:3) for 
piggul that ‘that which permits the 
offering be performed in accord with the 
law’ (Rav; Rashi). 

Alternatively, since the second appli- 
cation is not essential to the validation of 
the offering, therefore intentions had 
during such applications are not reck- 
oned as having occurred during the 
avodah (Rambam Comm. .( 


2, 


All [offer-‏ — כָּל mama by puns‏ הַפָּנִימִי, 
ings] whose [blood] is applied to the‏ 
inner Altar,‏ > 

[Within the Sanctuary there stood a 
small golden Altar on which the daily 
incense offering was burnt. It is also one 


of the places for applying the blood of 
those offerings whose blood applications 
must be made within the Sanctuary (see 
2:1). The blood of these offerings is 
applied only inside the Sanctuary and 
not on the outer Altar”! These offerings 


1. The remainder of the blood, however, is spilled upon the base of the outer Altar. However, 
the spilling of the remainder [ְשָפִיכַת שִירָיִם]‎ is not essential and is not part of the avodah of 
zerikah (see 5:1,2); thus it is not a factor in this discussion. 
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4 3. "These [are the] things for which one is not liable 
for piggul: The kometz, frankincense, incense, 
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consumes the blood would not incur the 
kares penalty for piggul."! Similarly, the 
sacrificial parts have a matir, permitting 
substance — the blood — which renders 
them permissible for burning on the 
Altar. Thus, they too are subject to 
piggul. 

This is derived from the fact that the 
verse which states the piggul disqualifi- 
cation does so in the context of the meat 
of a shelamim: הָאָכל 9282 מִבְּשָר-זֶבַח‎ ON) 
mim Saas... rw, and if there should be 
eaten from the meat of his shelamim 
offering ... it is piggul (Lev. 7:18). The 
Sages derived from this that in order to 
be classified as piggul, a substance must 
be like shelamim meat in this essential 
feature — it must be something that 
possesses a matir, another sacrificial sub- 
stance which causes it to become permis- 
sible (Rav, Rambam from Gem. 44a). 


The kometz,‏ — הקמץ, 

[In addition to animal and bird offer- 
ings, the Torah also provides for various 
types of flour offerings, known as min- 
chah-offerings.] Although the four 
blood avodos obviously do not apply to 
them, there is a corresponding set of four 
avodos. The Kohen bends the middle 
three fingers of his right hand over his 
palm to form a hollow, and uses this to 
first scoop out flour from the minchah- 
offering. He places this in a sacred vessel, 
conveys it to the Altar, and burns it there. 
The act of scooping is known as 
kemitzah, and the scoopful is referred 
to as the kometz (see General Introduc- 
tion). 

In this context, the kometz corre- 
sponds to the blood in an animal offer- 
ing; its separation is analogous to the 


avodah of slaughtering and its place- 
ment upon the Altar corresponds to 
throwing the blood (see Rashi to Mena- 
chos 14a; Rav there 1:3). The placement 
of the kometz on the Altar renders the 
remainder of the flour in the offering 
permissible for consumption. Hence, the 
kometz is in the category of a matir, a 
substance which renders other things 
permissible, not one which is rendered 
permissible by some other substance. 
Consequently, even when the minchah- 
offering as a whole has been rendered 
piggul, the kares penalty does not apply 
to the kometz itself. 

This ruling presents a problem. We 
learned above (2:3) that pigul cannot take 
effect until the part which makes the offer- 
ing permissible is offered as required. Now in 
ruling that the kometz is excluded from the 
piggul penalty, the mishnah must be refer- 
ring to a case in which someone ate it; but if 
one ate the kometz, it is impossible to 
perform the avodah of burning it upon the 
Altar, so that as a consequence there should 
be no piggul at all (even regarding the 
remainder). Rashi (Menachos 14a, s.v. (הקומץ‎ 
answers that since the law is that once the 
fire of the Altar has reached most of the 
kometz (1a9a ,(מָשְלָה הָאוּר‎ the avodah of 
burning is considered to have been accom- 
plished (as stated in Menachos 26b), piggul 
takes effect at that point. Nevertheless, if one 
eats what remains of the kometz itself, he is 
not subject to the kares penalty for piggul 
because it is a matir. 

Tosafos (here 42b, s.v. (הקומץ‎ question this 
on the grounds that once a substance has 
been placed on the fire and the fire has taken 
hold of it, it loses its piggul status entirely (as 
stated in the Gem. 43a). They further demon- 
strate that a kometz which has been reached 
in its majority by the Altar’s fire has its 
piggul status removed even from the part of 
the kometz which has not yet been con- 
sumed, and even a part which has not yet 


permitting substance upon the Altar beyond its time, this is surely classified as piggul intent. 
In this case the offering would be disqualified and the meat would be forbidden under penalty 
of kares (see 2:2). Nevertheless, the ban of piggul would not affect the matir itself (e.g., the 


blood). 


1. However, one would be liable to kares for consuming blood. 
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ד/ג 


יד אברהם 


avodah, Each single application is no 
more than a fraction of the whole 
avodah, or as the Gemara terms it, a חָצִי‎ 
nn, half of that [act] which makes it 
permissible." The mishnah now sets 
down the rule that piggul can be effected 
only when it is intended during the 
performance of an entire avodah: px 
בַּחָצִי מַתִּיר‎ pap, one cannot effect 
piggul with [only] half of the [act] which 
makes it permissible (Rav, Rambam 
from Gem. 41b). [Here, as with all animal 
offerings, the application of the blood is 
viewed as the matir, that which permits 
— since it permits the sacrificial parts to 
be burnt upon the outer Altar (see above, 
mishnah 4). Consequently, each individ- 
ual application is only ‘half’ of the act 
which permits, or, more precisely, a 


Sas עָלִיהֶם משוּם‎ pan pry 027 x — 
These [are the] things for which one is 
not liable for piggul: 

[The substances which are listed below 
are excluded from the piggul punishment 
of kares even if the offering became 
invalidated as piggul.] These exclusions 
to the law of piggul are based on the rule 
that piggul effects only substances which 
have a מַתִּיר‎ [matir], another substance 


fraction of it.] 

However, since all of the applications 
are essential, the intent during any one of 
them to consume the offering beyond its 
time disqualifies the offering, even 
though it does not render it piggul 
(Rambam Comm.). [This is because the 
rule about half a permitting act deprives 
it only of the power to effect piggul over 
the entire offering; the piggul intention 
nevertheless retains the power to invali- 
date that part of the avodah. Therefore, 
the offering is disqualified because the 
offering now lacks an essential part of 


the avodah. | 


Tosafos (41b, s.v. (ממאי‎ dispute this and 
maintain that in the absence of piggul there is 
no Biblical disqualification, and the disquali- 
fication here is only Rabbinic. 


3. 


which renders them permissible. For 
example, the meat of the offering be- 
comes permissible for consumption when 
the blood is thrown on the Altar. In this, 
the blood serves as the matir, permitting 
substance, of the meat, and the meat is 
therefore subject to piggul. The blood, 
however, is not, because it itself is 
exclusively a substance which is used to 
permit other substances.” Thus, one who 


the contradiction with the Gemara’s conclusion, a perusal of the Gemara will show that Rav's 
interpretation is identical with that given by Resh Lakish. Although the Gemara seems to 
reject this interpretation in its conclusion, it does so only in regard to the claim that there is 
conclusive evidence to prove the correctness of the interpretation. Nowhere does the Gemara 


conclude that the interpretation is untenable. 


1. This phraseology must be carefully understood. There is no requirement that a piggul 
intent occupy the entire duration of an avodah. Thus, a piggul intent had during a split second 
of an act of ,הוּלְכָה‎ conveying, for example, takes effect although it takes up only a fraction of 
the time of that act. The concept of half must be understood as relevant to the object used in 


the avodah. Le., if the substance which is the object of the avodah represents only a fraction 
- of the substance needed to complete the avodah, piggul cannot take effect during the avodah 

done with it. An example of this is the application of the fingerful of blood used in any one of 

the inner blood applications. 

2. If one intended to eat the permitting substance beyond its time, no piggul at all would take 


effect, even concerning the meat and sacrificial parts of the offering, since his intention would 
then be to eat something which is not usually eaten (see 2:3). But if the intent was to offer the 
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4 minchah- offering of Kohanim, minchah- offering of 
3 the Anointed Kohen, [the libation minchah-offering,] 
blood, and the libation [offerings] which are brought 
separately; [these are] the words of R’ Meir. But the 
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not have the four blood avodos (slaughter, 
receiving, conveying, throwing) or their 
minchah equivalents (of kemitzah, etc.). 
Since piggul is effected only if an intent was 
had during these four avodos, the question of 
piggul would seem to be irrelevant to these 
offerings. The mishnah, however, which 
excludes these offerings from piggul on the 
basis that they lack a matir, implies that 
except for this exclusion piggul would be 
effected. There is, however, one avodah 
which applies to all these offerings — con- 
veying to the Altar — and we must therefore 
assume that the intent for piggul took place 
during this avodah. This forces us to con- 
clude that the mishnah rejects the view of R’ 
Shimon (above 1:4) that conveying is not an 
avodah in regard to piggul (Keren Orah, 
Chidushei HaGriz). 


] וּמַנְחַת נְסָכִים‎ — the libation minchah- 
offering,] 

This clause is inserted in some texts. It 
refers to another type of minchah- offering 
which is burnt in its entirety on the Altar (see 
below). Rashi (43a) asserts that the insertion 
here is an error, because the status of the 
libation minchah- offering is discussed fur- 
ther in the mishnah. Tosafos (43a, s.v. ,(מנחת‎ 
however, note that there are two kinds of 
libation-minchah- offerings: the general liba- 
tion minchah-offering which is required to 
accompany the olah and shelamim sacrifices, 
and the donated libation minchah- offering, 
which is not preceded by an animal offering 
(Gemara 84a; see comm. below, s.v. .(והנסכים‎ 
It is this kind of offering, Tosafos suggest, 
that is referred to in this clause of the 
mishnah. When the mishnah speaks below 
of Ppyy הַבָּאִים בְּפְנִי‎ 09037, libation [offerings] 
which are brought separately, it refers to the 
minchah- offerings necessitated by an animal 
offering, but which have not been offered on 
the same day as the animal offering and must 
therefore be brought separately. The 
Gemara (44a) states that the libation min- 
chah- offering is valid even if it does not 
immediately follow the animal offering. 


blood,‏ — וְהַדֶּם, 
(The blood of an offering disqualified‏ 
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by an intent of piggul is not itself in the 
category of piggul. The blood (by being 
thrown on the Altar) is that which 
permits the sacrificial parts to be burnt 
upon the Altar and the meat to be eaten. 
Thus, it is 8 matir, permitting substance.] 

Tosafos (42b, 43a, s.v. (הקומץ‎ ponder 
whether the term blood in this mishnah also 
refers to the blood left in the sacred vessel 
after the avodah of throwing has been 
completed ]1.6, the ,שִירָיִם‎ remainder], or 
whether it applies only to the blood which 
was actually thrown on the Altar. On the one 
hand even the remainder may be considered 
a matir [though it was not thrown], since 
each drop which was initially received in the 
vessel was potentially valid for throwing. On 
the other hand, it may be that the remaining 
blood should be viewed as something having 
a matir because the throwing of part of the 
blood makes it permissible to spill the re- 
mainder upon the base of the Altar (see 
5:1-2). 

IPI}‏ הַבָּאִים 7293 עִצְמֶן: דּבְרִי 727 מאיר. 
and the libation [offerings] which are‏ — 
brought separately; [these are] the‏ 

words of R’ Meir. 

[The Torah (Num. 15:1-12) commands 
that every animal olah and shelamim be 
accompanied by a minchah-offering and 
wine libation. This minchah- offering is 
called a ,מִנְחַת נְסָכִים‎ libation minchah-of- 
fering. The offering procedure of this 
minchah- offering differs radically from 
that of other minchah- offerings. It is not 
brought close to the Altar (Mwai), nor is 
frankincense offered with it, nor is a 
kometz separated from it; it is entirely 
burnt upon the Altar even if the owner is 
not a Kohen (see Menachos 6:2,6).] 

As indicated by the mishnah, the 
libation minchah-offering may be 
brought together with an animal offer- 
ing or separate from it. This is possible in 
two ways: (a) The offering is an obliga- 
tion incurred by an animal offering, but 
was not brought together with it on the 
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even been placed upon the Altar. Tosafos 
therefore conclude that the exclusion of the 
kometz from the ban of piggul is merely 
theoretical, and is mentioned only to com- 
plete the list of substances which are permit- 
ters (rather than permitted). 


frankincense,‏ — וְהַלְבונָה, 

[With most minchah-offerings, a 
kometz of frankincense is brought and 
spread over the flour of the offering. 
After the kometz of flour is separated, 
the frankincense is gathered up and also 
burnt upon the Altar. Placement of both 
the kometz of the flour and the frankin- 
cense on the Altar for burning are 
essential to permitting the remainder of 
the minchah for consumption. Hence, 
the frankincense too is considered a 
permitting substance (matir) and is ex- 
cluded from the kares of piggul." 

Tosafos (43a, s.v. (והלבונה‎ point out that 
the frankincense, too, has a matir, inasmuch 
as it may not be placed upon the Altar before 
the kometz of the flour has been separated; 
thus, the kometz of flour is its matir. Tosafos 
conclude from this that the exclusion from 
piggul can be based on either factor — 
whether a substance has another substance 
which permits it in some fashion, or whether 
it itself serves to permit other substances, it is 
excluded from the kares penalty of piggul. 
Since the exclusion is derived from the meat 
of shelamim, which is something that be- 
comes permitted but is never a cause to 
nermit some other part of the offering, we 
can derive that any part of an offering that 
serves to permit other things is excluded 


from the piggul penalty. Thus, although the 
frankincense too has a matir, the piggul 
penalty does not apply to it because the 
frankincense itself serves to permit the flour 
of the minchah- offering. 


incense,‏ — וְהַקְטרֶת, 

[Incense is burnt on the golden Altar 
in the Sanctuary twice each day (see Ex. 
30:7-8). The entire offering is burnt, so 
that there is no matir in this offering at 


all.] 


nomi — minchah-offering of‏ כִּהָנִים, 
Kohanim,‏ 

A minchah-offering brought volun- 
tarily”! by a Kohen differs significantly 
from that of a non-Kohen in that no 
kometz is separated for burning on the 
Altar. Rather, the entire offering is burnt 
on the Altar (Lev. 6:16). Hence, the 
minchah- offering of a Kohen has no 
matir (Rav; Rashi). 


wy yD וּמִנְחַת‎ -- minchah-offering of 
the Anointed Kohen, 

The Kohen Gadol is required to bring a 
minchah- offering daily; it is divided 
evenly, half being offered in the morning 
and half in the afternoon. This minchah- 
offering, too, is burnt in its entirety upon 
the Altar (see Lev. 6:12-15). Hence it has 
no substance which permits it [and it is 
therefore not subject to the piggul 
penalty of kares]. 

A number of the offering types listed here 
as lacking a permitting substance (e.g., in- 
cense, Kohanim’s minchah- offering) also do 


1. The panim bread, too, is accompanied by two spoonfuls of frankincense which are burnt 
upon the Altar and which act to permit the breads for eating. The ruling of the mishnah 
would apply to them as well. If one burned the incense with the intent to eat of the breads 
beyond their time, the breads would be rendered piggul but not the incense (see Pesulei 


HaMukdashin 18:7). 


2 However, in regard to a Kohen’s obligatory minchah- offering (in certain cases of sin — see 
Lev. 5:1-4, 11-13), there is a dispute of Tannaim. R’ Shimon maintains that in such a 
minchah-offering, a kometz is separated, and after it has been burnt the remainder is also 
burnt upon the Altar. Thus, the kometz is a matir, inasmuch as it renders the remainder 
permissible for burning upon the Altar (Tos. Yom Tov). The Sages dispute this and consider 
this minchah identical to other Kohanic minchah- offerings. 
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4 Sages say: Even those which are brought with the 


3 animal offering. 


The log of oil of the metzora — R’ Shimon says: One 
is not liable for it for piggul; [but] R’ Meir says: One is 
liable for it for piggul, because the blood of the asham 
offering renders it permissible — and whatever has a 


YAD AVRAHAM 


by one of a group of unusual skin 
discolorations. The Torah decrees that 
these render the afflicted person tamei, as 
delineated in Lev. 13:1-46. Once a 
metzora has been healed, he must un- 
dergo a purification process which con- 
cludes with the presentation of a number 
of offerings. Among these is an asham 
accompanied by a log™ of olive oil. After 
the blood of the asham has been thrown, 
the Kohen applies some of the remaining 
blood to the metzora’s right ear, the 
thumb of his right hand, and the big toe 
of his right foot. The Kohen then spills 
some of the oil into his left palm and 
applies the oil to these same areas; the 
remainder of the oil in his palm is then 
smeared on the man’s head (see Lev. 
14:1-29).] The oil remaining in the flask is 
distributed to the Kohanim for consump- 
tion (Rav; Rashi; see 10:8). 


us משום‎ yoy pan px iN רַבִּי שמְעון‎ 
— R’ Shimon says: One is not liable for it 
for piggul; 

Even if the asham was rendered pig- 


gul, the piggul disqualification and kares 
punishment do not affect the oil which is 
connected to the offering. R’ Shimon 
reasons that since the log may be brought 
many days after the asham, the asham 
cannot be considered the permitter of the 
log. Thus, the log has no matir, and is 
therefore unaffected by piggul (Rav; 
Rashi). 


nw dian own Poy pan ix ְַבִּי מָאִיר‎ 
- הָאֶשֶם מַתִּירוּ‎ — [but] R’ Meir says: One 
is liable for it for piggul, because the 
blood of the asham offering renders it 
permissible — 

If the log is brought on the same day as 
the asham, it is considered to have a 
permitter in the asham. Thus, if the 
asham was rendered piggul, the disquali- 
fication affects the oil as well [and one 
who consumes the oil is liable to kares 
for its consumption] (Rav; Rashi). 

(This disagreement between R’ Meir and 
R’ Shimon parallels the previous disagree- 
ment between R’ Meir and the Tanna 
Kamma regarding the libation minchah- of- 
fering. R’ Meir is consistent with his position 


categories — those which serve to permit other substances (e.g., the kometz), and those which 
are burnt entirely upon the Altar and therefore lack a ‘permitting’ part (such as the Kohen’s 
minchah- offering). In an instance in which the substance renders something permissible, 
there can be no doubt that once piggul takes effect in regard to the rest of the offering and 
renders it invalid, the permitting substance must be similarly disqualified, since insofar as the 
disqualification of the offering is concerned we cannot separate it from the rest of the offering. 
Consequently, even though the prohibition against eating piggul does not apply to the 
permitting substance, the general prohibition against eating disqualified offerings is surely 
applicable, as stated by Rambam. By contrast, in the instance of a Kohen’s minchah- offering 
[which is burnt in its entirety on the Altar], there is no substance which is rendered 
permissible by the burning of the minchah. Here, if piggul is not applicable to the substance, 
no part of the offering is effected, with the result that no disqualification results, and there is 
no prohibition at all as stated by Tosafos. There is no evidence that Rambam disagrees with 
this point. 

Keren Orah points out that the disqualification of the kometz in an instance of piggul is 
clearly stated in the Gemara (43a), so that there is no question that Tosafos agree to this. 


1. A log is a Biblical liquid measure equivalent in volume to six medium-sized hen eggs. 
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זבחים 


הג הַבְּהָמָה. 
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same day. The Gemara (44a) states that 
one may bring the associated libation 
minchah- offering even many days after 
the animal offering; (b) a voluntary 
libation minchah- offering, which is not 
preceded by an animal offering at all. A 
person may volunteer to bring a flour 
offering accompanied by wine libations; 
the offering will then be offered in the 
manner of a libation minchah- offering. 
The kometz is not separated from a 
libation minchah- offering, so that it does 
not have a permitting substance and 
consequently piggul cannot affect it. 

As noted above (s.v. (,,(ומנחת נסכים‎ 5 
(43a, s.v. (ומנחת‎ explain this clause of the 
mishnah to refer only to the minchah- offer- 
ing brought because of an animal offering 
[but on a different day]. 

However, if the minchah- offering is 
brought together with its animal offer- 
ing, it is rendered piggul together with it 
if piggul intent was expressed during the 
blood avodah of the animal offering 
(Rav; Rashi). [The animal offering in 
this case is considered the matir of the 
minchah- offering. Although 8 min- 
chah-offering may be brought any time 
on a voluntary basis, it can be brought as 
the obligatory libation offering of an 
olah or shelamim only after the animal 
has been offered. In this sense the animal 
offering ‘permits’ the minchah-offering 


and the libation to be offered.] 


— נַחָכָמִים אוּמְרִים: OX‏ הַבָּאִים DY‏ הַבְּהַמָה. 
But the Sages say: Even those which are‏ 
brought with the animal offering.‏ 


[Piggul does not affect even a libation 
minchah- offering brought together with 
its animal offering.] The Sages reason 
that since one can bring the minchah- 
offering on days following the offering 
of the animal — in which case the 
animal's offering can certainly not be 
considered the permitter of the minchah- 
offering — it follows logically that the 
minchah- offering needs no permitter. 
Thus, even when it is brought together 
with the animal offering, the latter 
cannot be considered to be the matir of 
the former. Rather, the minchah- 
offering must be viewed as an offering 
without a matir (and therefore excluded 
from piggul), the same as any minchah- 
offering which does not have a kometz 
separated from it (Rav; Rashi). 

Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:7) 
tules that although substances which act to 
permit other substances but have no permit- 
ting substance of their own are not classified 
as piggul in regard to the penalty of kares, 
they are nevertheless disqualified. Conse- 
guently, they become subject to the general 
prohibition governing disqualified offerings, 
and a person who eats such a substance after 
an intent of piggul has been stated for it 
violates the negative commandment (Deut. 
14:3): ,לא תאכָל כָּלדתועָבָה‎ Do not eat any 
abomination. This commandment is taken by 
Sifre (there) to refer to disqualified offerings 
תג‎ general (see Pesulei HaMukdashin 
18:3,4).") 


- yqyn Sw paw לג‎ — The log of oil of the 
metzora — 
[A metzora is a person who is afflicted 


1. Mishneh LaMelech points out that Tosafos (23b s.v. (הא‎ 6 with this and are of the 
opinion that substances for which there is no matir are not disqualified at all by piggul intent. 
Keren Orah and Chazon Ish (12:9), however, argue that there is in reality no dispute. The 
substances excluded from piggul because they lack a matir for themselves fall into two 
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permitting substance, whether to people or to the Altar, 
one is liable for it for piggul. 


4. "The olah offering — its blood renders its meat 

permissible to [burn upon] the Altar and its hide 
to the Kohanim. The bird olah — its blood renders its 
meat permissible to [burn upon] the Altar. The bird 
chatas — its blood renders its meat permissible to the 
Kohanim. The bulls which are burned and the he-goats 
which are burned — their blood renders their sacrificial 
parts permissible for offering [upon the Altar]. R’ 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Altar in the manner of animal offerings. 
Rather, it is drained from the bird’s neck 
onto the Altar wall (Lev. 1:15). This 
serves as the equivalent of the blood 
throwing in an animal offering, so that it 
acts as the permitter for the meat of the 
bird by allowing it to be burnt upon the 
Altar. Accordingly, this meat is subject to 
the kares penalty of piggul in case the 
bird is offered with piggul intent.] 


חַטָאת הָעוף - דָמָה מַתִּיר אֶת mwa‏ לַכּהָנִים. 
—The bird chatas — its blood renders its‏ 
meat permissible to the Kohanim.‏ 

[The blood of a bird chatas is first 
sprinkled from the bird’s neck onto the 
Altar wall and then drained onto the 
Altar’s base (Lev. 5:9). Both of these blood 
avodos are essential (see below, 6:4,6; 
Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:7).] 
After the blood avodos have been per- 
formed, the Kohanim may consume the 
meat of the bird. Since the blood serves to 
permit the meat to the Kohanim, the 
meat is subject to the kares penalty if the 
offering | has been rendered piggul (Rav; 
Rashi). 


- וּשְעִירִים הַנָּשְרְפִים‎ DS wad פָּרִים‎ — The 
bulls which are burned and the he- -goats 


which are burned — 

(There is a group of chataos whose 
blood is sprinkled and thrown within the 
Sanctuary instead of on the outer Altar 
(see below, 5:2). The meat of these 
offerings is not eaten but is burned 
outside the Temple. However, the sacrifi- 
cial parts are removed and burnt upon 
the outer Altar.] The bulls in the group 
are Dita yD 19, the Kohen Gadol’s bull 
(Lev. 4:3-12) — the chatas brought by 
the Kohen Gadol for his sins (see Ho- 
rayos ch. 2); 133 הֶעָלֶם‎ 19, the bull for 
communal error (Lev. 4:13-21) — the 
chatas brought when the majority of 
Israel sins because of an erroneous ruling 
by the Sanhedrin (see Horayos ch. 1); and 
the chatas brought by the Kohen Gadol 
on Yom Kippur (Lev. ch. 16; see mishnah 
5:1). The he-goats are Sw שְעִיר עָבוּדָה זֶרָה‎ 
,צְבּוּר‎ the chatas for public participation 
in the sin of idolatry (Numbers 15:22- 
26), and the he-goat chatas brought for 
the public on Yom Kippur [Lev. ch. 16] 
(Rav). 


2729 אֶת אַמוּרִיהֶן‎ YN ָּמָן‎ — their blood 

renders their sacrificial parts permissi- 

ble for offering [upon the Altar]. 
Sprinkling and throwing the blood as 


1. Mikdash David (7:5) ponders whether the throwing and draining are considered separate 
blood avodos, so that a piggul intent had during one is sufficient to disqualify the offering, or 
whether both together constitute one blood avodah, so that intent for piggul would be 
necessary in both in order for the offering to be rendered piggul (see above, mishnah 2, s.v. 
ואין בו כרת‎ 5105). Rambam’s phraseology regarding this matter is ambiguous (see Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 18:7). [See, however, comm. to 6:5 s.v. ,וממצה את דמה‎ that according to some 


interpretations the two occur simultaneously. ] 
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there, that when the auxiliary part of the 
offering is brought together with the pri- 
mary part, the primary part is considered the 
matir of the auxiliary part — even though 
the two can also be brought separately. The 
view of R’ Shimon here accords with that of 
the Tanna Kamma, that since the two can be 
brought separately, the one cannot be con- 
sidered the matir of the other even when 
they are brought together.] 


mam? pa לָאָרֶם‎ pa לו מִתִּירִים,‎ ww 93) — 
and whatever has a permitting sub- 


amd אֶת בְּשָרָהּ‎ YAN ANT - הָעוּלָה‎ - 
The olah offering — its blood renders its 
meat permissible to [burn upon] the 
Altar 

The sequence of the avodos of the 
olah’s offering as listed in Leviticus ch. 1 
is: DI-NNX 3p, They shall throw the 


blood (v. 5), and then (v. 8): וְעֶרְכוּ. . אֶת‎ 
עַל-הָאָש‎ WW הַגְתָחִים . .. עַלִ-הָעָצִים‎ and 
[they]... shall arrange the cuts...upon 


the wood, that is upon the fire. The 
indication from this is that first the 
Kohen must throw the blood and only 
then may he burn the offering upon the 
Altar (Rav; Rashi). [This demonstrates 
that though an olah is burnt in its 
entirety upon the Altar, the meat of an 
olah has a matir (blood) and is therefore 
subject to piggul.] 


and its hide to the‏ — וְעורָהּ לְכּהנִים. 
Kohanim.‏ 
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stance, whether to people or to the Altar, 

{For example, the meat of most offer- 
ings is rendered permissible for human 
consumption by the throwing of the 
blood, while the sacrificial parts are also 
rendered permissible for burning upon 
the Altar by that same avodah.] 


aap pawn עָלָיו‎ pan — one is liable for it 
for piggul. 

[Le., the kares penalty of piggul applies 
to it.] 


The verse which teaches that the hide 
of the olah be given to the Kohanim 
specifies (Lev. 7:8): הקריב‎ WR T2yT ,עור‎ 
the hide of the olah offering that he 
offered (Rav; Rashi). [The term offered 
here refers to the offering of the blood 
(cf. 12:2).] 

[This segment does not pertain to the 
laws of piggul, which do not affect the 
inedible parts of an offering, as stated 
previously (3:4; cf. Rashash to 35a). The 
mishnah’s statement is relevant to the 
Kohanim’s privilege to use the hide; it 
may not be used before the blood has 


been thrown.] 


am? מִתִּיר אֶת בְּשָרָהּ‎ ANT - עולת הָעוף‎ 
— The bird olah — its blood renders its 
meat permissible to [burn upon] the 
Altar. 
[The blood of a bird olah is not 


collected in a bowl to be thrown on the 


[106] 


]4 ת) 


Shimon says: Whatever is not [offered] on the outer 
Altar like the shelamim, one is not liable for it for piggul. 


5. "T he consecrated [offerings] of non-Jews — one is 

not liable for them for piggul, nossar, or tamei; 
and one who slaughters them outside [the Temple] is 
not liable; [these are] the words of R’ Meir. R’ Yose 


declares him liable. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


tumah, is kares; if the transgression was 
inadvertent, the transgressor must bring 
a chatas to atone. However, if the meat 
of a non-Jew’s offering became piggul, 
nossar, or was eaten by a person in a state 
of tumah, neither the penalty of kares 
nor the obligation to bring a chatas 
applies.] 

In regard to the person who is tamei 
the Torah (Lev. 22:2) states: מִקָרְשִי‎ 7137) 
Sxqwra, and they shall separate 
themselves from the consecrated things 
of the children of Israel, implying that 
offerings consecrated by non-Jews are 
not subject to the strictures stated in that 
passage. The exclusion from the laws of 
nossar and piggul are derived from the 
law of tamei by means of gezeirah 
shavah (Rav from Gem. 45a). 


PND 7377997 וְהַשוחַטֶן בּחוּץ פֶטוּר;‎ — and 
one who slaughters them outside [the 
Temple] is not liable; [these are] the 
words of R’ Meir. 

(The slaughter of consecrated offer- 
ings outside the Temple courtyard is 
prohibited under the ban of kares (Lev. 
17:1-9). However, if one slaughtered a 
non-Jew’s offering outside, the penalty 
of kares (or, if done inadvertently, the 
obligation to bring a chatas) does not 
apply.] 

The passage of the Torah which dis- 
cusses the prohibition against slaughter- 
ing offerings outside the Temple is pref- 
aced with the verse (Lev. 17:2): 737 
PW? AD וְאֶל‎ PID) PKK; 
Speak to Aaron and to his sons and to all 
the children of Israel... This is taken by 
the Gemara (116b; see also Sifra there) as 
an indication that non-Jews may conse- 


[109] 


crate and slaughter offerings outside the 
Temple. R’ Meir reasons that this excep- 
tion is also extended to offerings conse- 
crated by them for sacrifice in the 
Temple. From this he concludes that even 
a Jew who slaughters such offerings 
outside the Temple is not subject to the 
punishment of kares (Tosafos, repro- 
duced in Shitah Mekubetzes §1; cf. 
Keren Orah). 

Alternatively, he derives this from the 
Torah’s statement (Lev. 17:5): 18°22 WK לְמַעַן‎ 
יִשְרְאַל אֶתזִבְחַיהֶם . . . וְהָבִיאָם לָהי אֶלֶפָּתַה‎ 723 
sy ,אהָל‎ So that the children of Israel bring 
‘their sacrifices’ ... and bring them to 
HASHEM, to the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting. The term their sacrifices implies 
that only their sacrifices, ie., those conse- 
crated by Jews, are under the ban against 
slaughtering outside the Temple (Tos. Yom 
Tov). 

The printed editions of the Mishnah at- 
tribute the opening statement to R’ Meir. 
However, in the mishnah printed in the 
Gemara, as well as in some manuscript texts 
(and also in Rambam’s version as reproduced 
in his Commentary, ed. Kafich), the name of 
R’ Shimon appears in place of R’ Meir 
(Shinuyei Nuschaos). 


a9 יוּסִי‎ 129 -- R’ Yose declares him 
liable. 

R’ Yose differs in regard to all four 
prohibitions from which the first Tanna 
excluded the sacrifices of non-Jews from 
kares. In R’ Yose’s view, they are treated 
in all these respects the same as the 
sacrifices of Jews (Tos. Yom Tov from 
baraisa cited by Gem. 45a). 

Rambam rules that there is no kares in 
regard to the piggul, nossar, and consump- 
tion by a tamei of a non-Jew’s offering 
(Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:24). However, he 
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required inside the Sanctuary renders the 
sacrificial parts (emurin) permissible for 
burning upon the (outer) Altar. Accord- 
ingly, the sacrificial parts have a matir 
and they are therefore subject to the 
kares- penalty of piggul (Rav). 

The mishnah is silent regarding the meat 
of these burned offerings. However, the 
Gemara (35a) indicates that the meat is 
subject to piggul [because it is the conclusion 
of the blood avodah that causes the meat to 
be burned outside the Temple]. However, 
Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:7) lists 
the meat of these offerings with those things 
that have no permitting substance which are 
therefore not subject to the penalty of piggul 
(Tos. R’ Akiva). Rashash (to 35a) points out 
that Rambam’s view is compatible with the 
language of the mishnah which indicates 
that only the sacrificial parts have a permit- 
ting substance; but he does not reconcile 
Rambam’s view with the Gemara (35a). 
From the wording of Rashi it appears that he 
views the meat as subject to piggul (see 
Rashash ibid.), but Tzon Kadashim emends 
the text (probably to reconcile Rashi with 
Rambam’s view, and to the implication of 
our mishnah, as we have already indicated). 

The reason why the meat should be 
considered as not having a matir would seem 
to be that only that which is rendered 
permissible for eating (such as the meat of 
most offerings), or for sacrificial burning 
upon the Altar, can be classified as having a 


- oa wz — The consecrated [offer- 
ings] of non-Jews — 

Non-Jews may consecrate voluntary 
offerings and bring them to the Temple 
for sacrifice, just as Jews do (Rav; 
Rambam Comm.; see Menachos 73b, 
Lev. 22:18 with Sifra). 
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matir (see Gem. 44a). See Tiferes Yisrael and 
Sfas Emes for other explanations. 


wend mam Sy ipxw רַבִּי שמָעון אומָר: כָּל‎ 
Sap own poy pan pr כַּשְלָמִים,‎ — R’ 
Shimon says: Whatever is not [offered] 
on the outer Altar like the shelamim, one 
is not liable for it for piggul. 

[The term offer here refers exclusively 
to applying the blood.] R’ Shimon argues 
that since the invalidation of piggul is 
stated in the context of shelamim, it 
applies only to offerings which share the 
characteristic of being offered on the 
outer Altar, such as a shelamim. Thus, 
bulls and goats which are burned are 
excluded, since their blood avodah is 
performed within the Sanctuary (Rav 
from Gem. 44a). [As explained in mish- 
nah 3, the requirement for a matir is 
based on an identical line of reasoning] 


However, even according to R’ Shi- 
mon the offering is disqualified. He 
differs with the Tanna Kamma only in 
regard to the kares for piggul (Tos. R’ 
Akiva from Gem. 14a). 


The halachah is not in accordance 
with R’ Shimon’s view (Rav; Rambam 
Comm.), but follows the view of the 
Tanna Kamma (Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:7). 


9 


sky) Dt Sap Dw עַלִיהֶם‎ Pan Px — 
one is not liable for them for piggul, 
nossar, or tamei; 

[Generally, the penalty for the con- 
sumption of piggul, or an offering left 
over beyond its allotted time (nossar), or 
an offering eaten by a person in a state of 
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Things for which one is not liable for piggul, one is 
[still] liable for them for nossar, [and] for tamei; except 


for the blood. R’ Shimon says: For things which are 
usually eaten; but [for] the likes of wood, frankincense, 
and incense, one is not liable for them for tumah. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


cred blood. The concluding phrase of the 
verse, to atone, also yields the same 
connotation. The blood is classified as a 
sacred substance only in regard to atone- 
ment; in regard to all other laws pertain- 
ing to sacred substances, it is viewed as 
non-sacred [and thus not subject to the 
penalties for nossar and tamei] (Rav 
from Gem. 46b). 

Actually the Gemara concludes that both 
Scriptural allusions to the special status of 
blood are necessary; the first allusion ex- 
cludes blood from the kares penalty for 
nossar, and the second from the kares 
penalty for tumah (see Rashi there). 


oni TTIW בְּרָבָר‎ WK רַבִּי שְמְעון‎ — R’ 
Shimon says: For things which are 
usually eaten; 

[The text printed in the Gemara (see also 
Shinuyei Nuschaos) has 1372 3209 שמְעון‎ 737, 
R’ Shimon holds him liable (to kares) for 
things . . . 

R’ Shimon modifies the first Tanna’s 
ruling that one is liable to kares for 
eating in tumah those things for which 
one is not liable for piggul. He rules that 
one is liable to kares only for those 
substances which are usually eaten 
(when they are non-sacred), such as the 
flour of the kometz or of minchah- offer- 
ings that are burnt in their entirety and 
the like. Although they are not eaten 
now because of their sacred status, they 
are nevertheless foodstuffs fit to be eaten 
(Rav; Rashi). 


but‏ — אַבָל כְּגון הָעָצִים, AIPA)‏ וְהַקְטוּרֶת, 

[for] the likes of wood, frankincense, and 
incense, 

[Wood, frankincense and incense are 


not fit for human consumption, so that 
the act of partaking of them cannot be 
defined as eating, and can therefore not 
be included in any of the prohibitions 
against eating. ] 

There are two types of wood that are burnt 
on the Altar: (a) A wood offering which a 
person may donate for burning upon the 
Altar. According to the Tanna Rabbi, such 
an offering is in the category of a minchah; it 
is salted and a kometz is separated from it. 
However, according to the Sages, the min- 
chah procedure is not performed with the 
wood (see Menachos 20b). (b) The wood 
which was used daily for the pyre upon the 
Altar. Tosafos (43a, s.v. (והלבונה‎ hold that 
theoretically the prohibition of tumah and 
the attendant kares liability apply to both 
types of wood, both according to Rabbi (who 
treats a donated wood offering as a form of 
minchah-offering) and the Sages (who do 
not). Thus, both types of wood are subject to 
the dispute between R’ Shimon and the Sages 
regarding the applicability of the prohibition 
to eat tamei to inedible sacrificial substances. 

However, Tosafos in Menachos 21a (s.v. 
xy) assert that since according to the Sages 
wood is not considered a minchah-offering, 
it is viewed as a mere accessory of the service 
[ajay ְמַכְשִירִי‎ and the kares for consuming 
offering parts which have become tamei does 
not apply (even apart from the issue of 
inedibility). Our mishnah which indicates 
that it may apply reflects the view of Rabbi 
that a wood offering is treated as a minchah- 
offering (Keren Orah)."! 


pat PX — one is not‏ עָלִיהֶם Dwr‏ טְמְאָה. 
liable for them for tumah.‏ 

[Since these substances are not consid- 
ered foods by the standards used for 
other prohibitions forbidding eating, 


1. [It stands to reason that in this view even according to Rabbi, only an offering of wood 
could be considered in regard to tumah. The regular wood for the pyre (עַצִי מַעֶרָכָה)‎ would be 
considered an accessory even according to him, and not subject to the disagreement between 


R’ Shimon and the Sages. ] 
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pad‏ הָעַצִים, NIT‏ וְהַקְטרֶת, PRO PR‏ 
עָלִיהֶם DW‏ טַמְאָה. 


יד אברהם 


also rules that there is kares for slaughtering 
a non-Jew’s offering outside the Temple 
(Maaseh HaKorbanos 19:16). This leads 
Kesef Mishneh to conclude that in Ram- 
bam’s view the disagreement between R’ 
Yose and the first Tanna concerns only the 
law of slaughtering outside the Temple, in 
which Rambam accepts the view of R’ Yose. 
However, the mishnah’s earlier statement — 
regarding piggul, nossar, and tamei — is 
anonymous, and reflects the unanimous 
view of all Tannaim; hence, Rambam’s 
ruling to exclude non-Jews’ offerings from 
kares in these instances. Tos. Yom Tov’s 
proof from the baraisa would seem to make 
this position untenable. See, however, Keren 
Orah who defends Kesef Mishneh’s view. 


Sap עָלִיהֶם מָשוּם‎ oan pry דְּבָרִים‎ - 
Things for which one is not liable for 
piggul, 

Le., all the substances listed in mishnah 
3, such as kometz, incense, etc. [those 
which have no matir] (Rav; Rashi). 


Ani own עָלִיהֶם‎ pan — one is [still] 
liable for them for nossar, 

[Although they are excluded from the 
kares for piggul, they are not excluded 
from kares for the prohibition of nossar. 
Thus, if one partakes of them after the 
time allotted for their offering, he incurs 
kares for eating the leftovers of an 
offering”) 

Since the discussion is about things which 
have no permitting substance, and which are 
themselves offered upon the Altar, the allot- 
ted time spoken of here must refer to the time 
for offering them. In regard to blood and the 
kometz, this would be.sundown of the day 
the offering is slaughtered or the kometz has 
been consecrated for burning upon the Altar 


(see Zevachim 56a, Menachos 20b, and Tos. 
Yeshanim to Yoma 29a). Mikdash David 
(16:2) assumes that the same is true of the 
frankincense which is offered with a min- 
chah- offering and the panim bread. 


[and] for tamei;‏ — משוּם טָמָא; 

If one eats these substances while he is 
tamei he incurs the penalty of kares for 
an intentional transgression, or the obli- 
gation to bring a chatas for an uninten- 
tional one (Rav; Rashi). 

If only the substance itself 15 tarnei, one 
transgresses the prohibition against eating 
sacrificial substances which are tamei, for 
which there is no kares. Kares is incurred 
only when the person who eats of the 
sacrifice is tamei, in which case he is liable 
whether the substance is tamei or not (Ram- 
bam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:12,13; see 
below, mishnah 12:2). 


except for the blood.‏ — חוּץ yo‏ הַדֶּם. 

[If one ate or drank blood which was 
left over past sundown of the day of 
slaughter, or while he was tamei, he does 
not incur kares for the transgressions of 
nossar or tamei.] 

However, there is a general prohibition on 
consuming even non-sacrificial blood, and 
this too is subject to kares or a chatas (Lev. 
7:26,27). The mishnah means only that he 
does incur the additional penalty for nossar 
or tamei (Rav). 

The Torah (Lev. 17:11) states in regard 
to blood: 1939 עַל-הַמִזְבָּח‎ D2 PAN} "381, 
and I have given it to you upon the Altar 
to atone. The seemingly superfluous 
phrase to you implies that the blood is to 
you — ie., though it is the blood of an 
offering, it is like any ordinary, non-sa- 


1 The kares would be in addition to the general prohibition to partake of the parts of 
sacrifices which must be burnt on the Altar (see Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 11:3 with 


Kesef Mishneh). 
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4 6. 
6 


= sacrifice is slaughtered for the sake of six things: 
for the designation of the sacrifice, for the name 


of [the] offerer, for the Name of HASHEM, for the sake of 


YAD AVRAHAM 


provision that the avodah be performed for 
the sake of the six things listed here applies to 
all four blood avodos (slaughter, receiving, 
conveying, and throwing), as well as to the 
burning of its sacrificial parts (Tos. R’ 
Akiva). 

However, Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 
4:11; see his Comm. here) implies that the six 
purposes listed here need be present only 
during the slaughter (Tos. R’ Akiva). Of 
course the intents mar nw, for the designa- 
tion of the sacrifice, and nan ,לְשֶם‎ for the 
name of the offerer, (see below) are an 
exception to this; they must be present at 
each of the four blood avodos (as learned in 
chapter 1). However, even these need not be 
present during the burning of the sacrificial 
parts upon the Altar (see Lechem Mishneh 
and Mishneh LaMelech loc. cit.). 


mar nowy — for the designation of the 
sacrifice, 

Le., the offering should be intended for 
the designation for which it was conse- 
crated. For example, if it was consecrated 
to be an olah it should be offered with 
the intent that it be an olah and not with 
the intent that it be some other offering 
(Rav; Rashi). 

[If it was intended for another offering 
during any of the four blood avodos, the 
offering is valid but the owner has not 
fulfilled his obligation and he must therefore 
bring another offering. If this occurred with 
a pesach or chatas offering, the offering is 
invalidated (above 1:1). However, if the 
wrong intention was expressed only during 
the burning of the sacrificial parts, no 
invalidation of the offering or voiding of the 
owner's fulfillment ensues. Since burning the 
sacrificial parts is not essential to the atone- 
ment, and the offering is valid even if the 
sacrificial parts are not burnt at all, no 
disqualification can result from a wrong 
intent during its performance (Tosafos 2a, 
s.v. 93).] 


oan ow — for the name of [the] offerer 
[lit., the slaughterer ], 
The offering should be intended for 


the sake of the one for whom it was 
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consecrated, not anyone else. The 
Gemara (4b) derives from Biblical exege- 
sis that this intent is essential (Rav; 
Rashi) [and the fulfillment of the 
owner’s obligation is voided if it is done 
otherwise. In the case of a pesach or 
chatas offering, the offering is com- 
pletely invalidated if it is offered for the 
sake of someone else (see comm. to 1:1)]. 

Here too the negative consequences of the 
improper intent take effect only if the intent 
occurred during one of the four blood 
avodos, not during the burning of the 
sacrificial parts (Tos. 2a). 

It was noted above (s.v. (לשם ששה דברים‎ 
that all agree that this intent should be 
present at all four blood avodos. However, it 
is the opinion of Tosafos (2a, s.v. 93) that the 
intent for the name of the offerer refers to the 
intention to throw the blood for the offerer; 
the requirement during the first three avodos 
is to do them in order to be able to throw the 
blood on his behalf. Thus, the Kohen must 
slaughter with the intent to throw the blood 
for the offerer, and receive and convey the 
blood in order to throw it for the sake of the 
offerer. There is no requirement, however, 
that the slaughter, reception, and con- 
veyance of the blood per se be for the name 
of the offerer. Of course, this makes it 
impossible to intend the burning for the 
name of the offerer. 

However, from Rambam_ (Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:1) it is evident that he 
disagrees with this formulation and under- 
stands that each avodah should be for the 
name of the offerer. Thus, he rules that if any 
of the blood avodos is done for the sake of 
someone other than the offerer, his obliga- 
tion is not fulfilled (see Mishneh LaMelech 
there). 


ow? — for the Name of HASHEM,‏ הַשֶם, 
‘For the sake of He Who spoke and the‏ 
world came into being’ (Gem. 46b; Sifra‏ 
to Lev. 3:3; see op. cit. to Lev. 1:9).‏ 
Ramban (commentary to Lev. 1:9) ex-‏ 
plains this with a passage in Sifra (to Lev.‏ 
which points out that in connection‏ )1:2 
with offerings, the Torah refers to God‏ 
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ow?‏ זוּבָחַ, OW? OWT ow’?‏ אֶשִים, 
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:ד אברהם 


they are also not considered foods con- 
cerning the prohibition against eating 
sacrificial substances in tumah. } 

The Sages, however, disagree, basing 
themselves on Biblical exegesis which 
puts inedible sacrificial substances in the 
category of ‘foods’ in regard to being 
susceptible to tumah.") From this they 
draw an analogy to all prohibitions 
which concern consumption of sacrificial 
substances (Rav from Gem. 46b).”! R’ 
Shimon, however, disagrees with the 
analogy and asserts that the principle 
which lets us regard these substances as 
foods is restricted to the disqualification 
of these substances (from sacrificial use) 
because of tumah, and cannot be ex- 
tended to the prohibitions of eating them 


The mishnah is silent about R’ Shimon’s 
opinion regarding nossar. Tosafos (56a, s.v. 
(והדם‎ clearly assume that R’ Shimon excludes 
these substances from the ban on nossar as 
well. Indeed, the Gemara’s explanation of R’ 
Shimon’s position leads one to make such a 
conclusion (see Rambam, Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 18:24, Kesef Mishneh; cf. Aruch 
HaShulchan HaAssid 155:19). It is not ex- 
plained, however, why the mishnah does not 
mention nossar. 

Rambam (Comm.) and Rav state that the 
halachah is not in accord with R’ Shimon’s 
view. However, in his Code (Hil. Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:2,4), Rambam reverses 
himself and rules that there is no kares for 
consumption of wood, etc., which has be- 
come nossar or for eating it while tamei (see 
Kesef Mishneh, Mirkeves HaMishneh, and 
Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid 155:19). 


in a state of tumah.” 


{Having dealt with the different aspects of disqualifying intentions in the 
preceding four chapters, the mishnah concludes with a list of intentions which one 
should have during the avodos of an offering. Some of these do not affect the validity 
of the offering if they are lacking, while the wrongful intent of others can disqualify 


the offering either partially or totally.] 


May דְבָרִים הַזֶּבַח‎ Aww OW? — A sacrifice 
is slaughtered for the sake of six things: 

[Those performing the avodah of an 
offering should intend it for the six 


purposes listed below. The term may here 
includes all types of animal offerings. ] 


Tosafos (2a, s.v. 93) assert that the term 
nat, is slaughtered, is used loosely; the 


1. Aside from utensils made from certain raw materials, and cloth, only substances which are 
edible (foods) are susceptible to turmah-contamination. Wood, incense, and frankincense, 
therefore, should not be susceptible to tumah since they are not included in any of these 
categories. Nevertheless, if they have been properly consecrated to be offered, the Torah 
considers them statutory foods. In the language of the Gemara (Chullin 33a, 36b): הַקוּרָש‎ N3n 
nn Ww >, the esteem in which holy things are held renders them susceptible [to tumah]. For this 
special classification to take effect, however, mere oral consecration is not sufficient. They 
must also be consecrated by being placed in a sacred vessel as part of the preparation for their 
offering. 

2. The Gemara (46b) records divergent opinions whether the disagreement between R’ 
Shimon and the Tanna Kamma concerns a person who is tamei eating these uncontaminated 
substances, or to a person who is tahor eating them while they are in a state of tumah. Our 
commentary has followed the former interpretation because the Gemara seems to conclude 
that this is the correct interpretation (cf. Kesef Mishneh to Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:24). 


3. Rashi (46b) understands this to mean that (according to R’ Shimon) even the 
disqualification of the substances for sacrifice is merely Rabbinic. Tosafos (cited in Shitah 
Mekubetzes there §6, and on 34a, s.v. ואפילו‎ et al.) assert that the disqualification is Biblical. 
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oO > 


the fires, for the sake of aroma, for the sake of pleasing; 
and the chatas and asham offerings for the purpose of 


(the] sin. Said R’ Yose: Even if one did not have any of 
these [purposes] in mind it is valid, for it is an enactment 


YAD AVRAHAM 


according to this Tanna the offering is 
valid even if the Kohen had no intentions 
at all during the avodos. Moreover, 
regarding the last four intents, even if a 
contradictory intent was expressed dur- 
ing the avodah [for example, he intended 
to roast the meat before burning it upon 
the Altar], there is no disqualification 
(Tos. 2a, s.v. ;כל‎ see Lechem Mishneh and 
Mishneh LaMelech to Maaseh HaKor- 
banos 4:11). The exceptions to this are the 
intentions for the designation of the 
sacrifice and for the name of the offerer. 
An intent contradictory to these purposes 
[ie., he intended the offering to be for a 
designation other than its true designa- 
tion, or to effect atonement for someone 
other than its owner] disqualifies the 
offering — completely in the case of the 
chatas and pesach offerings, and to the 
extent of depriving the owner of the 
fulfillment of his obligation in regard to 
other offerings, as stated in mishnah 1:1. 


and the‏ — וְהַחַטָאת וְהָאֶשֶם ow>‏ חַטָא. 
chatas and asham offerings for the‏ 
purpose of [the] sin.‏ 

Le., he should intend that the offering 
[atone] for the sin for which it is brought 
(Rav; Rashi). 

The Gemara (9b) concludes that a chatas 
which is offered for a sin other than that for 
which it was consecrated is totally invali- 
dated. The owner must offer another one and 
the current offering must be burned away 
from the Altar. [It can be inferred from the 
Gemara, however, that an asham in the same 
situation is valid.] 


oy> iad. הָיָה‎ NOW מִי‎ AK POP רַבִּי‎ TN 
כָּשר,‎ x אֶחָד מִכָּל‎ — Said R’ Yose: Even 
if one did not have any of these [pur- 
poses] in mind [lit., in his heart] it is 
valid, 

[In the reference to our mishnah which 
appears in the Gemara (2b) the reading is: 37 
snix "9, R’ Yose says ..., the usual formula 
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for recording a Tanna’s disagreement with a 
previous Tanna’s statement. Rambam 
(Comm.) also indicates that R’ Yose and the 
first Tanna disagree.] 

[Even if he did not actively think 
about any of these purposes, the offering 
is valid. 

As noted above, the Gemara (2b) 
explains that in regard to offerings סְתָמָא‎ 
לְשְמָה קאי‎ the absence of intent is treated 
as intent for the designated purpose; 6 
even when one does not actively think 
about the purposes listed here, it is 
considered as though the offering was 
brought for these purposes. It is only 
when one intends the offering for a 
purpose which contradicts the necessary 
purposes, that the intent is considered to 
be lacking. Even the first Tanna agrees 
with this concept. The disagreement is 
only whether one should ideally think 
about (or state; see Rashi to 2b, s.v. שלא‎ 
(היה‎ the six purposes of an offering or 
not. R’ Yose’s view is that one should not 
actively think about any intentions dur- 
ing the avodah. 

The statement that the omission of 
these intents is merely valid is not meant 
to define R’ Yose’s ruling. Rather, it 
serves as the basis of the argument for R’ 
Yose’s view. Because the offering is valid 
even if one did not have any of these 
purposes in mind, the Sages enacted a 
law that one not express them, as ex- 
plained further.] 


I ma שָהוּא תְנָאי‎ — for it is an 
enactment [lit., stipulation [ of the Court, 

Since the absence of intent also fulfills 
the requirements of intent, the Beis Din 
[presumably the Supreme Sanhedrin] en- 
acted a rule that those performing the 
avodah not enunciate the purpose of the 
offering. This was instituted so that they 
not err and state the wrong purpose, for 
example, declaring an olah to be a 
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זבחים 
ד/ו 


אֶחָד מִכָּל אֶלוּ NAW AWD‏ תְנָאי בִּית דּין, PRW‏ 


:ד אברהם 


using the Tetragrammaton exclusively. 
The mishnah thus stresses that when 
making the offering one should have in 
mind the Name of God, specifically His 
mi ,שם‎ Tetragrammaton. 

Maharsha (Chidushei Agados to Mena- 
chos 110a) explains that the other names used 
for God are also used for pagan deities. This 
could give rise to the erroneous misconcep- 
tion that the Supreme God relegates some of 
His power to lesser powers, and that offering 
must be made to these subordinate beings as 
well. To preclude such a grievous error the 
Torah is very careful to use only the name 
unique to God, the m9 ow, Tetragrammaton, 
which alludes to God’s role as Creator (see 
Rambam there; cf. Rashi with Bach to 2b; see 
also Rash MiShantz and Ravad and Mal- 
bim’s commentaries to Sifra)."! 

Rash (in his commentary to Sifra) 
understands that Sifra and our mishnah 
mean that one must actively think that 
he is performing the avodah for 
HASHEM’s Name; the general tacit under- 
standing [סְתָמָא]‎ that the offering is 
brought to God is not sufficient to fulfill 
this law. [However, the intent is not 
essential to the acceptance of the offer- 
ing, and if there was no intent at all the 
offering is nevertheless valid.] 


wr ow — for the sake of the fires, 
[le., for the sake of burning the 
sacrificial parts in the Altar fire.] The 
meat of the offering (if it is an olah) or 
the sacrificial parts (if it is another 
offering) should not be intended to be 
burnt merely on weakly glowing embers. 
Rather, one should intend to burn them 
in the flames of the Altar pyre [739y7] 
(Gem. 46b as understood by Rashi and 
Ramban to Lev. 1:9; see also Tif. Yis.). 
Alternatively, one should not intend 


merely to roast the parts, but rather to burn 
them entirely. Yet another interpretation 
holds that one must intend to burn them in a 
fire of wood, not one of some other substance 
(Ramban there). 


07) nw? — for the sake of aroma, 

One may not intend to roast the meat 
first and then burn it upon the Altar; in 
this manner no aroma would be emitted 
during the burning upon the Altar. 
Rather, one must intend to burn raw 
meat and sacrificial parts upon the Altar 
(Rav from Gem. 46b). 


ow? — for the sake of pleasing;‏ נִיחוּחַ; 

[The intent must be that the offering 
be pleasing to HASHEM.] The proper 
sacrifice of an offering is, so to speak, a 
source of satisfaction (M7 mn) to 
HASHEM, Who has spoken and had His 
will done (Rav from Gem. 46b with 
Rashi). The Gemara (46b) derives the 
necessity of the last three intentions from 
the phrase nin} רִיחַ‎ nWK, a fire offering, 
pleasing aroma, which is consistently 
repeated in connection with the offer- 
ings. MWK, a fire offering, implies that the 
offering should be brought for the sake 
of the fires, and mini mn, pleasing 
aroma, implies that there should be an 
aroma and that the offering should be 
pleasing to God. 

The requirement that all six purposes 
listed here be actively intended during 
the avodah is a prerequisite only to the 
ideal manner of offering וְלְכַתְחִילֶה]‎ The 
omission of these intents does not dis- 
qualify the offering, and the owner has 
fulfilled his obligation. As the Gemara 
(27b) concludes, קָאִי‎ mW? סְתָמָא‎ the 
absence of intent is treated as intent for 
the designated purpose, so that even 


1. A similar admonition is expressed in the works of some early Kabbalists in the name of 
Sifrei in regard to prayer. The words to Him in the passage (Deut. 4:7): As HASHEM our God is 
in all our calling out ‘to Him, are taken to mean, to Him — but not to His attributes [x'7) P28 
yr] (Derech Mitzvosecha, Shoresh Mitzvas HaTefillah). 
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5 of the Court, because the intent is determined solely by 
1 the one who performs the service. 


1. What is the [proper] place for the sacrifices? The 
most holy offerings are slaughtered in the north. 


YAD AVRAHAM 
In connection with these procedures, the Mishnah divides the offerings into two 
categories — קָדָשִים‎ Wz, most holy offerings; and קָלִים‎ nw yz, offerings of lesser 


holiness. It should be emphasized that th 
relative — both categories of offerings are 


e terms most holy and less holy are only 


holy and both are subject to all the 


procedures and regulations outlined in the previous chapter. There are, however, 


certain rules in regard to which 


the first category of offerings is treated more 


stringently than the second, giving rise to the classification of the one as most holy 
and the other as less holy. These differences will be explained in the commentary to 
mishnah 4. The first five mishnayos of this chapter deal with the offerings classified 
as DWIz Wz, most holy. The remainder of the chapter discusses those classified as 


less holy.‏ ,קָדָשים קְלִים 


This chapter is customarily recited as part of the daily morning prayer to ensure 
that every Jew learn at least a minimal portion of Mishnah each day (see Shulchan 
Aruch, Orach Chaim 50). R’ Aharon HaLevi ( Ra’ah) explains that this chapter was 
chosen for this purpose because its mishnayos contain no Tannaitic disagreements. 
Rather the entire chapter is ‘clear-cut halachah [71113 13571] from Moshe as received 


at Sinai’ (cited by Beis Yosef). 


ars — What is the‏ מְקוּמָן Sw‏ זְבָחִים? 
[proper] place for the sacrifices?‏ 

[The word na}, sacrifice, refers specifi- 
cally to animal sacrifices. In its verb form 
it means to slaughter; thus, the noun 
refers only to animals, which are killed 
by shechitah (slaughtering). It excludes 
birds, since bird offerings are killed by 
melikah (puncturing with the Kohen’s 
thumbnail), not shechitah (see mishnah 
6:4,5); it also excludes minchah- (flour) 
offerings. Accordingly, the mishnah’s 
introductory question refers solely to 
animal offerings, and it is only these that 
are delineated in this chapter.] 

[Technically, the word may, to slaughter, 
refers both to sacred and non-sacred slaugh- 
ter. Nevertheless, it seems that the Mishnah 
uses M3] solely for sacrifices. Hence, this 
tractate, sometimes referred to as שְחִיטַת‎ 
mw yz, is called ְבָחִים‎ Zevachim, in contrast 
to חוּלִין‎ (nynw), (the slaughter of) Chullin 
(non-sacred animals).] 


wiz — The most holy offerings‏ קַדָשִים 
This term includes the various types of‏ 
chatas offerings, as well as the olah,‏ 
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1-ל 


1 


asham, and communal shelamim offer- 
ings. All of these have their slaughter 
performed in the same place — the 
northern part of the Temple Courtyard 
— as the mishnah will now state. Never- 
theless, since each of these offerings 
differs from the others in the category, 
either in the procedure for applying its 
blood, the time for its consumption, or 
some other detail of its offering, the 
mishnah delineates the particulars of 
each type of offering separately (mish- 
nayos 1-5). In doing so, the mishnah 
reiterates for each offering even the one 
law which they have in common — the 
place of their slaughter (Rav; Rashi). 
Rambam (Comm. and Maaseh HaKor- 
banos 5:2) points out that the appellation 
most holy is applied by the Torah to the 
offerings listed here. The Torah explicitly 
calls the chatas and asham offerings most 
holy (Lev. 7:1, 6:8; see also 6:10). The Torah 
also draws an analogy from the olah to both 
the chatas (Lev. 6:18) and the asham (7:2) in 
regard to the provision that it be slaughtered 
in the north, indicating that it resembles 
these offerings in other aspects as well. 
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הַמַּחָשָבָה הולְכֶת NPN‏ אַחַר הָעובָר. 


זבחים 
ה/א 


Iwi? WIR מְקומֶן שָל זְבְחִים?‎ WYN ox] 
וְשָעִיר של‎ 7p שְחִיטָתָן בַּצָפוּן.‎ 


יד אברהם 


shelamim™ [thereby depriving the 


owner of fulfillment of his obligation 
and necessitating that he offer again] 
(Rav from Gem. 2b; Rashi) ”! 


PRY —‏ הַמַחָשָבָה NZ?‏ אֶלָא אַחַר הָעוּבַד. 
because the intent [lit., thought [ is deter-‏ 
mined solely by the one who performs‏ 
the service.‏ 

{Le., a potentially disqualifying intent 
is effective only if had (or uttered) by the 
person performing the avodah; the 
owner's intent is of no consequence.] 
Therefore, if the Kohen performing the 
avodah erred and had a wrong intention, 
he disqualifies the offering even if the 
owner's intention was (as would be 
expected) correct (Rav; Rashi from Gem. 
2b). This is derived by Biblical exegesis 
(Rav; see Gem. 47a). 

The Gemara (47a) records the dissenting 


opinion of the Tanna R’ Elazar ben R’ Yose 
that the owner's disqualifying intent during 
the avodos also invalidates the offering. The 
halachah is in accord with the view stated in 
the mishnah (see Rambam, Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 14:1). 


Rambam (Comm.) interprets the disagree- 
ment between the Tanna Kamma and R’ 
Yose in a radically different way. The Tanna 
Kamma rules that the owner too must intend 
the offering for the purposes listed here, in 
addition to the Kohen performing the 
avodah. R’ Yose disagrees, asserting that the 
owner's intent can have no effect. Rambam 
(Comm.) accepts R’ Yose’s view as authorita- 
tive. Accordingly, he rules (Maaseh HaKor- 
banos 4:11) that the performer must intend 
the offering for the six purposes listed here. 
For Rambam’s interpretation of the pertinent 
passage of Gemara (2b), see Taharos 
HaKodesh and Meromei Sadeh (there) and 
Keren Orah’s preface to the tractate. 


Chapter 5 


The previous four chapters have dealt with the various disqualifications to an 
offering resulting from a wrong intent or from an unqualified performer. The 
following two chapters will deal with the correct manner of offering. The proper place 
for slaughtering the animal and receiving its blood will be stated for each of the 
various offerings, as well as the different procedures for throwing the blood, and how, 
when, and by whom the meat of the offering is to be consumed. 


1. Rav and Rashi obviously hold that disqualification due to a wrong intent is effective only 
when the intent has been enunciated. Rambam disagrees and believes that mere intent is 
sufficient; see Mishneh LaMelech to Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:1 and comm. to 1:1, s.v. שנזבחו‎ 
.שלא לשמן‎ 


2. The premise that ] Yose’s view is based on the fear that the Kohen may express an 
erroneous intent is stated in Tosafos (2b, s.v. 13NX). The commentators point out that there is a 
difference of opinion among the Amoraim (Menachos 49a) whether a disqualifying intent 
based on an error invalidates an offering; the Amora Rabbah rules that it does not invalidate. 
Since R’ Yose’s view as explained above is based on the premise that an erroneous intent 
disqualifies, one is led to the conclusion that (according to Rabbah) the first Tanna’s 
disagreement with R’ Yose is based on his repudiation of R’ Yose’s premise regarding 
erroneous intent; and that the Tanna Kamma’s view is that erroneous intent does not 
invalidate. Thus, Rambam, who rules (Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1) that erroneous intent does 
not invalidate, also rejects R’ Yose’s ruling that a Kohen should not express any intent. 
Accordingly, he states (Maaseh HaKarbanos 4:11) that ‘one’s thought during the shechitah of 
the olah should be for six things...’ (Sfas Emes, Mitzpeh Eisan to 2b; cf. Rashash, Keren Orah 
and Taharos HaKodesh there for other interpretations). 


[116] משניות / זבחים — פרק ה: איזהו מקומן 


The bull and he-goat of Yom Kippur — [have] their 


1 slaughter [performed] in the north, and the reception of 
their blood in a sacred vessel in the north; and their 
blood requires sprinkling between the poles, and toward 
the Curtain, and on the Golden Altar. [The omission of 


YAD AVRAHAM 


The Torah states (Lev. 4:29): pnw) 
,אֶת"הַחַטָאת בְּמקוּם הָעַלָה‎ He shall slaugh- 
ter the chatas offering in the [same] 
place as the olah offering. Since the 
entire passage deals with the chatas, the 
repetition of the word chatas instead of 
the pronoun it is seemingly superfluous. 
This indicates that not only the standard 
chatas, referred to explicitly in the verse, 
but every chatas must be slaughtered in 
the same place as the olah offering. As is 
well known, the olah must be slaugh- 
tered in the north, as stated in Lev. 1:11: 
myoy mama אתו על יָרֶךּ‎ vnwy, He shall 
slaughter it [the olah] by the side of the 
Altar, to the north (Gem. 48a,b with 
Rashi; cf. Rav). The Gemara adduces 
additional verses to establish that the 
provision to slaughter in the north is 
essential, and that if one fails to do so, the 
offering is disqualified. 


syipya nqw 3a wT Dap — and the 
reception of their blood in a sacred vessel 
in the north; 

[The blood of all offerings must be 
received in a NW "73, sacred vessel (lit. a 
service vessel) as it gushes from the cut 
in the animal’s neck made by the slaugh- 
ter.] The provision that a vessel be used is 
derived from the procedure used for the 
offerings brought at Mount Sinai, about 
which it is said (Ex. 24:6( משָה חָצִי‎ Mp" 
בָּאַגָּנת‎ ow OF, And Moshe took half of 
the blood and put [it] in basins (see 
Ramban and Meshech Chochmah there; 
Sifra to Lev. 4:5 and Rashi to Gem. 48a, 
s.v. mp5). All other offerings are likened 
to those offerings (Rav, Rashi from Gem. 
97b). 

The Gemara (48a) derives from Bibli- 
cal exegesis that the blood must also be 
received in the north, and that the Kohen 
who receives the blood must also stand in 
the north (Gem. 26a). The offering is 


[119] 


disqualified if either of these provisions is 
not met. In this, the rules of receiving 
differ from those of slaughtering. In 
regard to slaughter, there is no provision 
that the person performing the slaughter 
stand in the north; only the act of 
slaughter itself [ie., the cutting of the 
animal’s neck] must take place in the 
north. Should he stand outside the area 
deemed north and extend his hand and 
knife to slaughter the animal that is 
standing within the area considered 
north, the slaughter is valid (ibid.). 


po) — and their‏ טָעוּן pa by mw‏ הַבַּדִים, 
blood requires sprinkling between the‏ 
poles,‏ 

The blood of each of these two Yom 
Kippur offerings is taken by the Kohen 
Gadol into the הַקַרָשִים‎ wp, Holy of 
Holies, where he sprinkles it toward the 
Holy Ark, between the two poles which 
extend from the Ark (Rav; see Lev. 
16:14,15). [See Yad Avraham comm. to 
Yoma ch. 5.] 

During the Second Temple, when there 
was no Ark, the sprinkling was made to- 
wards the Shessiyah stone upon which the 
Ark had formerly rested (see Yoma 5:2;3). 


and toward [lit., upon] the‏ — וְעַל הַפֶרכֶת, 
Curtain,‏ 

After leaving the Holy of Holies, the 
Kohen Gadol stood inside the Holy and 
sprinkled the blood of each of these 
offerings eight times toward the Curtain 
[which separated the Holy from the Holy 
of Holies] (Rav; see Lev. 16:16 with 
Rashi). 


aq may וְעַל‎ — and on the Golden 
Altar. 

(In addition to the main Altar in the 
Temple Courtyard, there was a small 
golden Altar within the Sanctuary, in the 
Holy, on which the daily incense offer- 
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MW‏ בַּצָפון; pT‏ טָעוּן mI‏ על pa‏ הַבּדִים, על 


ה/א 


הַפֶּרכֶת, וְעַל mp Ag mam‏ אַחַת מְהֶן 


יד אברהם 


Again, the juxtaposition of the communal 
shelamim with chatas in one verse (Lev. 
23:19) serves as an indication that the Torah 
views these two types of offerings as 
analogous (cf. Sifra to Lev. 6:18). 


IHX שְחִיטָתֶן‎ — are slaughtered [lit., 
their slaughter is] in the north. 

[Le., in the northern half of the Temple 
Courtyard.] 

The Gemara records a disagreement of 
Tannaim (Gem. 20a) concerning the 
exact parameters of north. R’ Yose ben R’ 
Yehudah states that the term refers only 
to the strip of Courtyard directly north of 
the Altar, extending from the Altar’s 
northern wall to the Courtyard’s north- 
ern wall. The areas east and west of this 
strip are not included. R’ Eliezer ben R’ 
Shimon adds to this the area which is to 
the west of this strip, between it and the 
,אוּלֶם‎ the Antechamber to the Sanctuary 
building. Rabbi, however, holds that the 
entire area north of the line of the Altar’s 
northern wall — from the Antecham- 
ber’s wall on the west to the wall of the 
Courtyard on the east — is included in 
the term north. Rambam (Comm. and 
Beis HaBechirah 5:15-16) accepts Rabbi's 
view. [Concerning the status of the Altar 


itself, see mishnah 6:1.] 


All offerings must be slaughtered within 
the Temple Courtyard. This means not only 
that the act of slaughter must take place 
within the Courtyard, but also that the entire 
animal be standing within the Courtyard 
during the slaughter. If even a part of its legs 
are outside, the offering is not valid. How- 
ever, the ruling that their slaughter must be 
performed in the north probably does not 
mean that the entire animal has to be in the 
area defined as north during the slaughter 
(Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid 123:22; Min- 
chas Chinuch 115). 


- יום הַכָּפוּרִים‎ Sw וְשָעִיר‎ 1B — The bull 
and he-goat of Yom Kippur — 

[On Yom Kippur the Torah requires 
the Kohen Gadol to offer a bull as a 
chatas for himself and his family, and a 
he-goat to atone for the entire Jewish 
nation (Lev. 16:3-5).] 

[Yet another he-goat chatas is brought on 
Yom Kippur as part of the mussaf offering 
(Numbers 29:11), but that offering does not 
differ in its procedure from an ordinary 
chatas; thus it is subsumed under the cate- 
gory of communal chatas offerings (mishnah 
3), which includes the he-goats of festivals. ] 


[have] their slaughter‏ — שַחִיטָתֶן בַּצְפון, 
[performed] in the north,‏ 


95 Which Area is Considered }ipy, North: Three Views 


TEMPLE! COMPLEX 
| 


e 


RAMP | ALTAR 





1. According to R’ Yose ben R’ 
Yehudah, only area B (di- 
rectly opposite the Altar) is 
considered north; 

2. According to R’ Elazar ben R’ 
Shimon, areas A and B are 
considered north; 

3. According to Rabbi, the en- 
tire northern half of the 
Courtyard (areas A, B, and C) 
are considered north. 


Shaded area indicates complete northern half of the Courtyard. 
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even] one of these applications prevents [atonement]. 
The remainder of the blood he would pour on the 


western base of the outer Altar; [but] if he did not apply 
[it], it does not prevent [atonement]. 


2. "The bulls that are burned, and the he-goats that are 
burned — [have] their slaughter in the north, and 
the reception of their blood in a sacred vessel in the 


YAD AVRAHAM 


2. 


ons — The bulls that are‏ הַנְּשְרְפִים, 
burned,‏ 

[This is the name given to bull offer- 
ings whose meat is neither burnt on the 
Altar nor eaten; rather, it is burned 
outside the camp (see Yoma 6:7; Lev. 
4:11,12,21; 16:27); ie, outside of 
Jerusalem. The offerings making up this 
category are the aay Dw 727 הֶעְלֶם‎ 19, 
the (bull) chatas for communal error, 
and mw yD 1p, the Kohen Gadol’s 
chatas. The chatas for communal error 
is brought when the Sanhedrin errs in a 
halachic ruling, permitting something 
that is actually forbidden under penalty 
of kares (when done intentionally), and 
the majority of Israel transgresses as a 
result of its ruling. The Torah decrees 
that in such a case the community as a 
whole (in the person of the Sanhedrin) 
must bring a bull as a chatas. This 
exempts each individual from bringing 
his personal chatas (see Horayos ch. 1). 
The Kohen Gadol’s chatas is brought 
when the Kohen Gadol is himself an 
eminent Torah scholar who erroneously 
permits something which is in fact for- 
bidden under penalty of kares, and then 
acts upon his own ruling. [If his error is 
merely factual, or he is not a scholar, he 
does not bring any offering at all (Ho- 
rayos 2:1(.[ 

Unlike most other offerings, no part of 
these offerings is eaten. Rather, after 
offering upon the outer Altar the sacrifi- 
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cial parts that are common to all offer- 
ings, the remainder of the offering is 
taken outside Jerusalem and burned there 
(Rav; Rashi). [The chatas offerings of 
Yom Kippur are also treated in this 
manner (see Lev. 16:27), as stated further 
in the mishnah.] 


- וּשְעִירִים הַגִּשְרָפִים‎ — and the he-goats 
that are burned — 

These are like the bulls that are 
burned; their carcass (minus the sacrifi- 
cial parts) is burned outside Jerusalem. 
This category consists of the communal 
chatas brought [together with a bull] for 
the sin of idolatry (see Numbers 15:22- 
26). [This is brought under the same 
circumstances in which the bull for 
communal error is brought for sins other 
than idolatry; in contrast with that com- 
munal chatas, which consists of just a 
bull, for idolatry a bull and a he-goat are 
required.] The meat of these he-goats is 
not eaten, but is burned outside 
Jerusalem, the same as the bull. Although 
this is not stated explicitly in Numbers 
)15:22-6(, it is derived by analogy with 
the bull communal chatas (Rav; Ram- 
bam; see Sifra to Lev. 4:20,21). 


שְחִיטָתֶן TY.‏ וְקבּוּל Nw 932 PT‏ בַּצָפון: 
[have] their slaughter in the north,‏ — 
and the reception of their blood in a‏ 
sacred vessel in the north;‏ 

[See mishnah 1, s.v. [.שְחִיטְתן‎ 
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ing was burnt. On Yom Kippur, the 
blood of these two offerings was mixed 
together, applied to the four horns of this 
Altar, and sprinkled seven times on its 
top (Rav; see Lev. 16:18-19). 


[The omission of‏ — מַתָּנָה NOK‏ מָהֶן מְעַכָּבֶת. 
even] one of these applications prevents‏ 
[atonement].‏ 

{If even one of the total of forty-three 
applications of the bull’s and he-goat’s 
blood was omitted, the avodah is not 
valid and there is no atonement. In this, 
the bull and he-goat of Yom Kippur 
differ from all the offerings whose blood 
is thrown on the outer Altar; for the 
latter, even where more than one applica- 
tion of blood is prescribed, just one of 
them suffices for atonement, as stated in 
the previous chapter (4:1).] 

The Tannaim (Yoma 5:7, 61a) disagree 
about how to rectify the disqualification. 
Some hold that the service must be resumed 
just from the point of the omission; e.g., if the 
last of the eight sprinklings toward the 
Curtain was omitted, another offering is 
brought and its blood is sprinkled beginning 
with the last of the sprinklings to the Curtain 
and proceeds from there. Another view is 
that the sprinklings are divided into three 
sets: the sprinkling between the Ark’s poles, 
those toward the Curtain, and the applica- 
tions to the Golden Altar. The entire set in 
which the omission occurred must be re- 
peated (and consequently the sets which 
follow it). Thus, if the omission occurred in 
the first set (between the poles), the entire 
avodah must be repeated; but if it occurred in 
the last set (to the Altar), only those applica- 
tions must be repeated. Rambam (Hil. 
Avodas Yom HaKippurim 5:5-8) accepts this 
latter view. 


mane Sy מַעָרָבִי‎ TID? הָיָה שופך עַל‎ OT IY 
החיצון;‎ — The remainder of the blood he 
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would pour on the western base of the 
outer Altar; 

The blood remaining in the receiving 
vessel after all the blood sprinklings had 
been done was poured upon the western 
base of the outer Altar. The outer Altar 
was indented at a height of one cubit 
from the ground, thus forming a step- 
like base one cubit high and one cubit 
wide; the blood was poured upon this 
indentation (see diagram in General In- 
troduction). The Torah (Lev. 4:7) re- 
marks in regard to one of the chataos 
whose blood is sprinkled inside, nx} 
mya mam אֶל-יָסוד‎ yw? BT DID 
sayin Sx ,אַשֶרדפֶּתַח‎ and all the (remain- 
ing) blood of the bull he shall pour to the 
base of the olah ]1.6., outer] Altar which is 
[at] the entrance to the Tent of Meeting, 
1.6., that part of the base which faces the 
entrance to the Sanctuary — the western 
side. The Gemara adduces exegetical 
indications that this provision is ex- 
tended to all the ‘inner’ chataos (Rav 
from Gem. 51a, 52a). 


apy לא‎ Jn] לא‎ ox — [but] if he did not 
apply [it], it does not prevent [atone- 
ment]. 

After detailing all the blood applica- 
tions of the Yom Kippur offerings except 
the pouring of the remaining blood onto 
the base of the outer Altar (which is not 
mentioned in that Torah passage), the 
Torah concludes (Lev. 16:20): 193” וְכְלָה‎ 
,אֶת-הַקְרָש‎ and [when] he has concluded 
atoning for the Holy. This indicates that 
the atonement is concluded with the 
sprinklings and anything which takes 
place after these blood applications does 
not affect the atonement (Rav from 
Gem. 52a). 
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north; and. their blood requires sprinkling toward the 
Curtain, and on the Golden Altar. [The omission of 


even] one of these applications prevents [atonement]. 
The remainder of the blood he would pour on the 
western base of the outer Altar; [but] if he did not apply 
[it], it does not prevent [atonement]. These and those are 
burned in the place of the ashes. 


3. “[’he communal and personal chatas offerings — 
these are the communal chatas offerings: the 


YAD AVRAHAM 


inner chataos, ie., chatas‏ ,חַטָאוּת פָּנִימִיות 
offerings whose blood is sprinkled and‏ 
applied inside the Sanctuary building,‏ 
not on the outer Altar; see Lev. 6:23).]‏ 


maa — in the place of the ashes.‏ הַבְּשָן. 
(The accumulation of ashes upon the‏ 
outer Altar would be removed periodi-‏ 


- PMT) חַטאות הַצְבּוּר‎ — The communal 
and personal chatas offerings — 

[The communal chatas offerings are 
listed below. The personal chatas refers 
to the offering of an individual who has 
inadvertently transgressed a negative 
commandment that is punishable by 
kares (if done intentionally). For such a 
transgression, he must bring a chatas to 
atone. If he is an ordinary individual, he 
may bring either a female lamb or kid. If 
the transgressor is a Nw, prince, he 
brings a he-goat (Lev. 4:12-35). If the 
inadvertent transgression involved the 
sin of idolatry, the individual’s chatas is 
a he-goat (Numbers 15:27).] 

Another type of personal chatas is the 
1717) עולָה‎ Jaq variable [chatas] offer- 


cally"! and transported to a designated 
tumah-free place outside of Jerusalem 
(Lev. 6:4).] This place, appropriately 
named yw} m3, the place of the ashes, 
is indicated by the Torah (Lev. 4:12) to be 
the site at which the burning of the meat 
of these chatas offerings should take 
place (Rav; Rashi). 


ing. It is designated for the group of sins 
listed in Leviticus ch. 5 (vs. 1-4), and is so 
named because the type of offering 
which must be brought is adjusted ac- 
cording to the means of the transgressor, 
with a poor person bringing 8 6 
expensive type of offering. This, too, is 
included in the term personal 010105. 

[All of these offerings are ‘outer’ sin 
offerings; 1.6., their blood is not brought 
into the Sanctuary but is applied solely to 
the outer Altar.] 


WAY אֶלוּ הַן חַטאות‎ — these are the 
communal chatas offerings: 

The previous two mishnahs referred to 
communal chatas offerings which are 
‘inner’ chataos. The following are the 


1. Rambam (Temidin U’ Mussafin 2:13) asserts that this was done daily, but Rashi (to Lev. 6:4) 
holds it was done only as often as the accumulation of ashes upon the Altar necessitated it (see 


Mishneh LaMelech there). 


Quite apart from the general removal of ashes from the Altar, there was also a daily lifting 
of a small portion of the ashes for deposit at the side of the Altar (Lev. 6:3). This is known as 


the הַדְּשָן‎ nxn, separation of the ash. 


2. The Kohen Gadol’s chatas, though technically a personal chatas, is not included in this 
category. It is an ‘inner’ chatas, one of the bulls which are burned (mishnah 2). 
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wT) - and their‏ טָעוּן Sy mm‏ הַפֶּרכֶת, 
blood requires sprinkling toward the‏ 
Curtain,‏ 

[The blood of each of these offerings is 
sprinkled seven times toward the Curtain 
(see Lev. 4:6,17).] The procedure differs 
from that referred to in mishnah 1 in 
regard to the bull and he-goat of Yom 
Kippur. The blood of the Yom Kippur 
offerings is sprinkled eight times toward 
the Curtain, and is also first brought into 
the Holy of Holies to be sprinkled 
between the poles; the blood of the bulls 
and he-goats of this mishnah is not 
brought into the Holy of Holies, and it is 
sprinkled only seven times toward the 
Curtain, not eight (Rav). 


amy mam וְעַל‎ — and on the Golden 
Altar. 

[Here too there is a difference between 
the applications to the Golden Altar of 
this mishnah and those discussed in 
mishnah 1. In the offerings of this 
mishnah, the blood is applied only to the 
four horns of the Altar, as specified in 
Leviticus (4:7,18), whereas with the 
blood of the Yom Kippur offerings there 
is an additional seven-fold sprinkling to 
the top of the Golden Altar (see Lev. 
16:19).] 


[The omission of‏ — מַתָּבָה NK‏ מַהֶן מְעַכָּבֶת. 
even] one of these applications prevents‏ 
[atonement].‏ 


{If any of the eleven applications or 
sprinklings prescribed for these offerings 
was omitted (and cannot now be per- 
formed), the offering is invalid and must 
be repeated. The Gemara (41a,b) derives 
this from Biblical exegesis.] 


nay מִעַרָבִי של‎ TO? הָיָה שופך על‎ OT Iw 
החיצון;‎ -- The remainder of the blood he 
would pour on the western base of the 
outer Altar; 

[See mishnah 1, [.שיָרִי .צ.5‎ 


aay לא‎ Jn] לא‎ ox — [but] if he did not 
apply [it], it does not prevent [atone- 
ment J. 

[See Gem. 52a for the Biblical source 
for this.] 


pp qw3 32x) אֶלו‎ — These and those are 
burned 

(The meat of both the Yom Kippur 
offerings of mishnah 1 and the bulls and 
he-goats of this mishnah is burned out- 
side Jerusalem”) Their sacrificial parts 
,(אַמוּרִין)‎ however, are offered up for 
burning upon the outer Altar as with 
other offerings. This is stated clearly in 
the Torah for all these offerings (Lev. 
4:11-12, 21, 16:27) except for the commu- 
nal he-goat. However, that offering is 
analogous to the communal bull and is 
derived from it, as explained earlier (s.v. 
.(וּשְעִירִים‎ These four offerings share one 
characteristic which is the cause for the 
provision that they be burned. They are 


1. The root ,שרף‎ burning, is never used in reference to the consumption of offering parts on 
the Altar. Usually the verb form ,קטר‎ lit., to make into smoke, is used to describe the avodah 
of burning on the Altar. The application of the term P5731, burned, to these offerings is due 
only to the fact that their greater part is burned away from the Altar. 
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5 he-goats of Rosh Chodesh and the festivals — [these 
3 have]:their slaughter in the north, and the reception of 
their blood in the north; and their blood requires four 
applications on the four horns [of the Altar]. How so? 
He ascended the ramp, turned to the surrounding ledge, 
arrived at the southeast corner, [then the] northeast 
(corner, the] northwest [corner, and the] southwest 
(corner]. The remainder of the blood he would pour 
upon the southern base. They are eaten within the 
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corner, or whether it is granted a leeway of 
one cubit to either side [i.e., the area directly 
beneath the horn; the horn itself is com- 
pletely valid even according to Rabbi (see 
Rashi s.v. 120 ;מר‎ Keren Orah)]. Rambam 
accepts the view of Rabbi and the more 
lenient position concerning the area beneath 
it (Kesef Mishneh). However, he under- 
stands there to be a preference for the point 
of the corner even when making the applica- 
tion to the horn (Keren Orah). 


How so?‏ — כִּיצָד? 
[In what order did the Kohen apply‏ 
the blood to the horns of the Altar?]‏ 


m2y — He ascended the ramp,‏ בַכָּבָש, 

[On the south side of the Altar was 
situated a ramp which led to the top of 
the Altar (see Middos 3:1).] In order to 
reach the ‘horns’ and apply the blood of 
the chatas, the Kohen must ascend to the 
upper part of the Altar. This is not 
necessary for all other outer offerings, 
since their blood is thrown to the corners 
of the bottom half of the Altar, for which 
purpose the Kohen was able to stand on 
the Courtyard floor (Rav; Rashi). 


turned to the surrounding‏ — 1351 לְסוּבָב, 
ledge,‏ 

[At a height of six cubits the Altar was 
indented one cubit, forming a ledge one 
cubit wide around the Altar (Middos 
3:1). There was a smaller ramp leading 
from the major ramp to this surrounding 
ledge (Tos. Yom Tov from Gem. 62b; see 
diagram in General Introduction). [The 
Kohen would ascend the major ramp till 
the point where the smaller ramp 
branched off to the ledge, follow this 
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smaller ramp to the ledge, and turn to the 
surrounding ledge. | 


arrived at‏ — וּבָא לו Pz?‏ דְּרוּמִיִת מִזְרְחִית, 
the southeast corner,‏ 

Turning to his right when he reaches 
the ledge, the Kohen arrives first at the 
southeast corner of the Altar (see dia- 
gram in General Introduction). Here he 
makes the first application. The Gemara 
(62b) states as a general rule that when 
one is confronted with a choice of 
directions in which to proceed, one’s 
preference should be to turn to the right. 
(See further in comm. to mishnah 6:3.) 


מִזְרָחִית צְפוּנִית, mney‏ מַעָרָבִית, מַעָרָבִית 
nin — [then the] northeast [corner,‏ 
the] northwest [corner, and the] south-‏ 

west [corner]. 

He would continue to circle the Altar 
in the direction from which he began, 
proceeding counterclockwise while fac- 
ing the Altar; thus he would constantly 
be going to his right (Rav; Rashi). 
[Accordingly, the second corner at which 
he arrived was the northeast corner, the 
third was the northwest and the fourth 
was the southwest. At each of these 
corners he made an application of blood, 
for a total of four applications.] 


pw — The‏ הַדֶּם הָיָה שופֶך Tio? Sy‏ דָּרוּמִית. 
remainder of the blood he would pour‏ 
upon the southern base.‏ 

The provision to pour the remaining 
blood on the Altar’s base is spelled out in 
the Torah (Lev. 4:25, 30, 34; Tos. Yom 
Tov). However, the ruling to pour it 
exclusively on the southern base is based 
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חָדָשִים Iw‏ מועדוּת — שְחִיטָתֶן בַּצָפון, וְקבּוּל 
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על yaw‏ קָרְנות. כִּיצַד My‏ בַבְּבָש, m9)‏ 
לסובָב, וּבָא לו WP?‏ דָּרוּמִית מִזֶרְחִית, mm‏ 
צְפונִית, NY‏ מַעָרָבִית, מַעָרָבִית דָּרומִית. yw‏ 
OW‏ הָיָה שופֶף על To?‏ דְּרוּמִית. וְנְאָכָלִין D5?‏ 


יד אברהס 


communal chataos whose blood is ap- 
plied to the outer Altar rather than the 
inner one; their offering procedure there- 
fore matches that of the personal chatas 
offerings discussed here (Rav; Rashi). 
[The mishnah elaborates the list of com- 
munal chataos, but does not do the same for 
personal chataos. It may be that it is not 
necessary for the mishnah to list the different 
types of personal chataos because the avodah 
procedure for these offerings is delineated 
clearly in the Torah (Lev. 4), so that it is 
evident which individual chataos are meant. 
By contrast, the procedures for the he-goats 
of Rosh Chodesh and the festivals are not 
spelled out at all; they are merely mentioned 
briefly in the listings of the offerings in 
Numbers ch. 28-9 without any description of 
their service. Therefore, the mishnah feels it 
necessary to clarify in regard to these offer- 
ings that they are indeed ‘outer’ chataos. ] 


- רָאשִי חָדָשים וְשָל מועַדוּת‎ “~Pyw — the 
he-goats of Rosh Chodesh and the festi- 
vals — 

[The group of offerings which com- 
prise the mussaf [lit., additional] offer- 
ing of Rosh Chodesh and every festival 
(ie, Pesach, Shavuos, Rosh HaShanah, 
Yom Kippur and Succos) contains a 
he-goat chatas (see Numbers ch. 28-29). 
These chatas offerings are outer chataos. 
As a general rule, in the absence of 
Scriptural evidence to the contrary, all 
offerings are assumed to be outer ones 
(see Gem. 39b and Sifra to Lev. 4:20).] 


WY. NW 97a poy וְקְבּוּל‎ TSX. שְחִיטָתֶן‎ 
— [these have] their slaughter in the 
north, and the reception of their blood in 
the north; 

The Torah explicitly provides for the 
slaughter of the chatas to take place in 
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the north (Lev. 6:18). A Biblical analogy 
between the personal chatas and other 
chataos serves as the source for the ruling 
that all chataos must be slaughtered in 
the north (Rav, Rashi; see comm. to 
mishnah 1, s.v. (שחִיטְתֶן‎ 

[The necessity to receive the blood in 
the north has been dealt with in the 
comm. to mishnah 1, s.v. 91271. 


TT —‏ טָעוּן אַרְבַּע Man‏ עַל אַרְבַּע קָרָנות. 
and their blood requires four applica-‏ 
tions, on the four horns [of the Altar].‏ 

[Four protuberances crowned the four 
corners of the outer Altar, each measur- 
ing one cubit cubed; these are referred to 
by the Torah as the ‘horns’ of the Altar. 
The blood of the outer chataos was 
applied to each of these ‘horns.’] For each 
application the Kohen dips his right 
index finger into the blood and slides his 
finger down the corner of the horn until 
he uses up all the blood on his finger. 

This is the preferred procedure. How- 
ever, if the Kohen applied the blood to 
any part of the corner of the upper half 
of the Altar, or within one cubit on either 
side of the corner, it is valid (Rambam, 
Maaseh HaKarbanos 5:7 and Kesef 
Mishneh; see Gem. 53a). 

The Gemara (53a) records a dispute of 
Tannaim in this matter. R’ Elazar ben R’ 
Shimon states that the blood must be applied 
to the horn proper; but any part of it is 
acceptable, not just its corner. Rabbi [Yehu- 
dah HaNasi], however, rules that the blood 
may be applied even below the horn, along 
the corner of the upper half of the Altar. In 
connection with this latter view there is a 
dispute between the Amoraim R’ Yochanan 
and R’ Elazar whether the acceptable area 
below the horn is restricted to the point of the 
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[Courtyard’s] curtains, by male Kohanim, prepared in 
any manner, for a day and night until midnight. 


4. "T‘he olah offering [is a] most holy offering — its 
slaughter is in the north, and the reception of its 
blood is in the north; its blood requires two applications 


YAD AVRAHAM 


- הָעוּלָה, קָרְשִי קָדָשִים‎ — The olah offer- 
ing [is a] most holy offering — 

The classification of an olah as a most 
holy offering is relevant to the law of 
myn, me’ilah, the misappropriation (or 
unauthorized use) of consecrated matter. 
This law mandates that one who uses 
consecrated matter (such as the meat of 
an offering) for his personal benefit must 
bring an ,אָשם מְעִילות‎ me’ilah asham, to 
atone (see below, mishnah 5), as well as 
make restitution plus pay an extra 
twenty percent (see Lev. 5:15,16). Before 
the blood of a sacrifice is thrown, how- 
ever, the me’ilah penalty applies only to 
most holy offerings. By contrast, offer- 
ings of lesser holiness are not at all 
subject to the laws of me’ilah before 
zerikah (see Me’ilah 1:4,7b)."! 

Another practical difference of this 
classification is that the olah must also 
remain within the area designated for 
most holy offerings (Rav; Rashi). [Any 
part of the offering which leaves the area 
enclosed by the Courtyard walls is dis- 
qualified for consumption and burning 
upon the Altar. Offerings of lesser holi- 
ness are only restricted to the area inside 
the walls of Jerusalem.] 

Rav and Rashi list other instances for the 
relevancy of the most holy status, but 
Tosafos (53b, s.v. (קדשי‎ conclude that in all of 
these cases even less holy status suffices. 


4. 


Only in the examples cited above is the most 
holy status critical. 

The mishnah finds it necessary to specify 
the most holy status of only the olah, not of 
the chatas (mishnah 3) or asham (mishnah 5), 
because their most holy status is explicitly 
stated in the Torah (see Lev. 6:10). For the 
olah, however, there is no explicit statement 
in the Torah to that effect (Rav from Gem. 
54b). 

The basis for classifying the olah as most 
holy is that it resembles other offerings in 
this classification in salient aspects of its 
avodah. Like the chatas and asham offer- 
ings, its slaughter and blood reception must 
take place in the northern part of the 
Courtyard (Rav; Rambam Comm.; cf. Sifra 
to 6:18). Additionally, the fact that the entire 
olah is burnt on the Altar is reason to put it in 
the category of most holy, just as the sacrifi- 
cial parts of offerings of lesser holiness are 
classified as most holy for this reason (Rashi 
to Gem. 53b, s.v. .(ומשני‎ 


ANY NW‏ בַּצְפוּן, וְקְבּוּל דָּמָה NW 73a‏ בַּצָפון; 
its slaughter is in the north, and the‏ — 
reception of its blood is in the north;‏ 
[The provision for the olah to be‏ 
slaughtered in the north is stated clearly‏ 
in the Torah (Lev. 1:11) in regard to‏ 
sheep and goats. The conjunctive vav‏ 
which connects the passage about sheep‏ 
and goats to the previous passage which‏ 
And if‏ וְאִם-מן- הַצאן ...[ speaks of cattle‏ 
from the flock... Lev. 1:10] indicates that‏ 


1. The law of me’ilah applies to all parts of offerings having most holy status until their blood 
is thrown. Afterwards, me‘ilah is applicable only to the parts which are burnt upon the Altar 
but not to the parts reserved for the Kohanim to eat. In regard to an olah, therefore, the 
blood-throwing does not alter the me’ilah status of the carcass (except in regard to the hide, 
which is given to Kohanim for their personal use following the zerikah). In the case of 
offerings of lesser holiness the opposite is true; they are not subject to me ’ilah at all until their 
blood has been thrown. Afterwards, just their sacrificial parts are subject to me’ilah, because 
they are thereby rendered most holy (see Me’ilah 7b, 9a; 1:4, 2:4). 
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M202) DP? מאַבָּל,‎ 933, TTD ID2 מן הַקְלָעִים,‎ 


זבחים 


הד | עַד חָצות. 


Anny — ow, wip וד הַעולָה,‎ 
שָרַת‎ 233 MAT 7737) Ya 


:ד אברהם 


an analogy drawn from the blood of‏ תס 
the inner chataos. Just as the remainder‏ 
of those offerings is poured upon the‏ 
base of that side of the Altar first‏ 
encountered by the Kohen as he comes‏ 
out of the Sanctuary (in that case the‏ 
western side, since the Sanctuary’s en-‏ 
trance is opposite the west wall of the‏ 
Altar; see diagram in mishnah 1), so too‏ 
with the outer chataos; the blood is‏ 
poured on the first side of the base‏ 
encountered by the Kohen when he‏ 
descends the ramp — viz., the south side‏ 
(Rav from Gem. 53a).‏ 

[Spilling the remaining blood on the 
base is not an essential avodah, and the 
failure to do so does not prevent atone- 
ment.] 

Shitah Mekubetzes (to 53a §1) and R’ 
Akiva Eiger point out that the correct read- 
ing here should be 71177 710? (without the 
tav) in the masculine form. Indeed, this is the 
spelling prevalent in the siddurim. 


They are‏ — וְנְאָכָלִין wp?‏ מן הַקְלָעִים, 
eaten within the [Courtyard’s] curtains,‏ 

[After the sacrificial parts are separated 
from the carcass of the sacrifice and put 
upon the Altar for burning, the rest of 
the offering is eaten.] 

The Torah (Lev. 6:19) requires the 
chatas to be eaten within the Courtyard 
of the Tabernacle. In the jaw, Taberna- 
cle, [which was a portable structure] 
there were no walls around the Court- 
yard. Rather, curtains were hung from 
poles to serve in lieu of walls (Exodus 


27:9ff). In the Temple, this network of 
curtains was pee by a massive wall 


(Rav; Rashi)." 


by male Kohanim,‏ — 212 כְהֶנָּה, 

[Only male Kohanim are permitted to 
eat the meat of a chatas. In contrast, 
offerings of lesser holiness may be eaten 
even by Israelites except for the parts 
given to Kohanim, and even these parts 
may be eaten even by their wives and 
daughters, as stated in mishnah 6,7.] The 
Torah (Numbers 18:10) specifies regard- 
ing the chatas and asham offerings: 
אתו‎ Sax. 731-93, any male [Kohen] may 
eat it (Rav; Rashi). 


52x 923 - prepared in any manner, 
In contradistinction to the pesach- of- 
fering which may be eaten only roasted, 
the meat of the chatas may be eaten 
prepared in any manner (Rav; Rashi). | 


nr? — for a day and night‏ וְלִיְלָה 

[It may be eaten only during the day 
of its slaughter and the night which 
follows. With dawn of the next day, the 
meat is rendered “ni3, leftover, and 
eating it is punishable by kares. ] 


niyg ty — until midnight. 

On a Biblical level the meat may be 
eaten until dawn. However, the Sages 
forbade eating the meat after midnight 
‘so as to distance a person from transgres- 
sion’ (Berachos 1:1), ie, to prevent it 
from being eaten past dawn (Rashi 
there). 


1. The terminology used here is unique. Tiferes Yisrael suggests that the language of this 
mishnah harks back to the days of Moshe when there was indeed a Tabernacle surrounded by 
curtains. [It may also refer to the period immediately prior to the rebuilding of the Temple in 
the days of Ezra, when there was no Temple yet but an Altar was erected and offerings were 
brought on it. Because of the difficulties that the returnees encountered, they could not erect 
walls around the Courtyard, and made do with curtains, as related in Megillah 10a.] 
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5 that are [the equivalent of] four; it requires skinning and 
4 dismembering, and is consigned in its entirety to the 


fires. 
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hide is removed (because the hide is not 
burnt on the Altar but is given to the 
Kohanim), and the carcass is cut into the 
appropriate parts for burning on the 
Altar.) This is specified in the Torah 
(Lev. 1:6): אתָהּ‎ AD nyya-nx וְהפְשִיט‎ 
לְנְתְחִיהָ‎ He shall flay the olah offering 
and cut it into its pieces. 

Actually, every offering (except for the 
bulls and he-goats which are burned) was 
flayed after its blood had been thrown 
(Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 5:18; see 
Pesachim 5:9, 65b). The skinning process is 
mentioned explicitly (in the Torah and mish- 
nah) in regard to the olah in order to 
differentiate it from the bulls and he-goats 
which are burned (mishnah 1-2); both cate- 
gories of offerings are burned in their 
entirety, but these latter offerings (which are 
burned off the Altar) are burned together 
with their hides, while the olah has its hide 
removed before being burnt on the Altar 
(Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid 73:1; see Lev. 
4:11-12; 16:27). 

(However, mini, dismemberment, is a pro- 
cess peculiar to the olah. In most other 
offerings, the major parts of the animal are 
eaten, and are thus not subject to any specific 
cutting treatment. In the olah, however, the 
limbs and meat are burnt upon the Altar in 
addition to the sacrificial parts, and they 
therefore require special preparation for 
burning. The procedure of dismemberment 
is detailed in Tamid (ch. 4).] 


wx וְכָלִיל‎ — and is consigned in its 
entirety to the fires. 

[Le., it is entirely burnt on the Altar, 
with no part of it being eaten.] 

Tosafos (53b, s.v. (העולה‎ raise an interest- 
ing question: Why does the mishnah not 
mention that the remainder of the olah’s 
blood (שִיריִם)‎ is poured upon the base of the 
Altar, as it does in regard to the chatas 
(mishnah 3)? The obligation to do so for an 
olah (and all other offerings) is stated in the 
Gemara (51a) as explained by Rashi. Tosafos 
present two solutions. One is that there is no 
inherent mitzvah in the case of an olah (and 
other offerings) to pour the remainder of the 
blood on the base; it is only if blood remains 
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after the applications have been completed 
that one must pour the remainder upon the 
base. There is no requirement, though, to 
make sure that some blood remains for 
pouring on the base; and since the applica- 
tions are made by throwing the blood at.the 
Altar, it may often transpire that no blood 
remains. In the case of the chatas, however, 
in which just a minimum amount of the 
blood is applied with the finger to the Altar’s 
horns, it is inevitable that blood will remain 
after the blood applications have been com- 
pleted; therefore, there is always a require- 
ment to pour blood at the base of the Altar. 
Rashash points out that Rashi (51a, s.v. אל‎ 
(יסוד‎ seems to hold this view as well. Tosafos, 
however, argue that the spilling of the 
remainder is an absolute mitzvah, albeit not 
essential to the atonement of the offering. 

Another solution offered is that the mish- 
nah did not consider it necessary to mention 
the spilling of the remaining blood for each 
type of offering, considering it sufficient to 
do so once for ‘inner’ offerings (mishnah 1) 
and once for ‘outer’ offerings (mishnah 3). 
The mishnah does, however, reiterate the 
requirement in mishnah 2 in regard to inner 
chataos because the mishnah must repeat the 
requirement in mishnah 3 in regard to outer 
chataos, and it would therefore be incongru- 
ous to omit mention of the spilling in 
mishnah 2. 

Ravad to Tamid 30b, s.v. שירי‎ (on p. 69a,b 
of ed. Vilna), cites the view of R’ Ephraim 
that the blood remainder of offerings other 
than chataos need not be poured upon the 
base at all. It is only regarding chataos that 
the Torah mentions the pouring of the blood. 
Since this is not mentioned in the Torah in 
regard to other offerings, R’ Ephraim argues 
that there is no requirement to do so in their 
case. 

Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 5:6) states 
clearly that pouring the remainder is a 
procedure which is practiced for all offer- 
ings, but he does not indicate whether this is 
an absolute mitzvah, or only necessary when 
the blood was not used up with the zerikah. 
[See Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid 8 
about the place on the Altar where the blood 
must be poured for offerings other than 
chataos. | 
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both animal groups are sanctified in the 
same manner (Gem. 48a). The reception 
of the blood in the north has been 
discussed in mishnah 1.] 


JAW Nuns nw pyy ANT — its‏ אַרְבַּע; 
blood requires two applications that are‏ 
[the equivalent of] four;‏ 

{The blood of the olah is thrown 
against the lower part of the Altar walls 
in two applications. These are made at 
two opposing corners of the Altar. The 
blood is splashed against the corner in 
such a way that it spreads out to the two 
adjacent sides, so that the blood ends up 
on all four walls of the Altar, as if four 
applications had been made.] 

The Torah says regarding the blood 
applications of the olah (Lev. 1:11): 3p9n 
3a הְַּהָנִים אֶתדדָּמו עַלְהַמִזְבְּח‎ IK 733, 
and the sons of Aaron — the Kohanim — 
shall throw its blood on the Altar all 
around. The Gemara (53b) points out 
that there seems to be a contradiction 
here. The word around implies that the 
Kohen must apply the blood with his 
finger in one continuous line around the 
Altar, while the beginning of the verse 
states that the Kohen shall throw the 
blood, implying that the Kohen heaves 
the vessel toward the Altar and thereby 
dashes the blood against the Altar wall. 
In this manner it is impossible to apply 
the blood around. We are therefore led to 
the conclusion that the term around 
refers merely to the fact that blood is 
applied to each wall. This can be accom- 
plished with a minimum of two applica- 
tions — one to each of two opposite 
corners of the Altar (Rav from Gem. 


53b). 


The Torah, however, requires that the 
blood be thrown to a part of the wall 
above the Altar’s base. The base, how- 
ever, does not extend completely around 
the Altar and misses the southeast corner 
entirely (Gem. 51a,b, 53b). Of the four 
corners of the Altar, therefore, only three 
are valid for blood applications. Since the 
southeast corner is eliminated, so too is 
the northwest corner which is opposite it. 
Accordingly, the blood is thrown first to 
the northeast corner of the Altar (because 
the Kohen has slaughtered the offering in 
the northern sector of the Courtyard and 
this corner is closest to him), and then to 
the southwest corner. 

The Temple complex occupied an area 
which was mostly within the territory of 
Benjamin"! as prophetically promised by 
Jacob on his deathbed. The allegorical bless- 
ing to Benjamin (Gen. 49:27) — יאבָל‎ 7733 
sy, in the morning he shall consume prey — is 
interpreted by Targum Onkelos as a refer- 
ence to the avodah of the sacrifices — ‘In his 
inheritance shall the Temple be built.’ Thus, 
it was necessary that the entire Altar stand 
on ground belonging to Benjamin. However, 
the eastern and southern parts of the Court- 
yard up to the Altar were within the territory 
of Judah. More significantly, the one-cubit- 
wide strip of land on the south and east 
which should have been used for the Altar 
base was yet within Judah’s territory. As a 
result no base was built on those sides. 
However, Judah’s territory did not extend to 
the southwest and northeast corners, so that 
these corners had a base and were valid for 
blood applications (Rav from Gem. 54b). 


it requires skin-‏ — וּטְעוּנָה הַפְשָט וְנַתוּחַ, 
ning and dismembering,‏ 

[After having its blood thrown, the 
olah is burnt on the Altar. For this, the 


1. From the Book of Joshua (15:8, 18:16) it is evident that the border between the territories of 
Judah and Benjamin ran south of Yevus (later Jerusalem; see there 18:28), so that at least the 
northern part of Jerusalem was in the territory of Benjamin. Furthermore, it is stated that the 
border ran through the valleys of Ben-Hinom and Refaim which are adjacent to the Temple 
Mount. Thus, we can infer from Scripture that the Temple was near the border separating 
Judah and Benjamin. For the exact location of the Altar relative to the border we have the 
tradition of the Sages, which is bolstered by Biblical allusions. 
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theft asham, 


5. "The communal shelamim offerings and asham 
offerings — these are the asham offerings: the 
the me‘ilah asham, 


the betrothed- 


maidservant asham, the nazir’s asham, the metzora’s 


YAD AVRAHAM 


sins that do not include kares, and in 
some cases even for deliberate transgres- 
sions. ] 


ow — the theft asham,‏ גּזֶלוּת, 

[If someone owed money, whether for 
a loan, theft, an article held in safekeep- 
ing, or any other reason, and falsely 
swore that he did not owe it, he must 
make restitution, add a surcharge of 
one-fifth, and bring an asham to atone 
(Lev. 5:20-6; Rambam, Hil. Shegagos 
9:7). Such an oath is known as a nyiaw 
,הפקדון‎ oath of deposit; the conditions 
under which there is liability for an 
asham are discussed in Shevuos ch. 5.] 


the me’ilah asham,‏ — אָשֶם מעילוּת, 

[The term me’ilah refers to the misap- 
propriation and personal use of sacred 
property. If one unintentionally used for 
himself objects that were consecrated to 
be offerings, or to be used in the offering 
service, or which belonged to the Temple 
treasury, he must make restitution, add a 
fifth, and bring an asham (Lev. 5:15-16). 
See tractate Me’ilah. ] 

In the case of animals consecrated to be 
offerings, one is liable to a me‘ilah asham 


only for misappropriation of that which has 
most holy status; see above mishnah 4, s.v. 
.הָעולָה‎ 


meng answ owx — the betrothed- 
maidservant asham, 

This refers to a woman who is half- 
slave and half-free who is betrothed to a 
Hebrew servant (Rav).'!! Should another 
man commit adultery with her, he is not 
subject to the standard capital punish- 
ment for adultery but is liable instead to 
bring an asham to atone for his sin (Rav 
from Kereisos 2:5; Rambam, Isurei Biah 
3:13,4). 

The situation in which a woman is 
half-slave and half-free comes about 
when a gentile slavewoman”! was owned 
by two partners, one of whom emanci- 
pated his share of the partnership, thus 
leaving her half-free and half-slave. 

Under Torah law, marriage cannot 
legally take effect with a gentile slave- 
woman; should someone formally be- 
troth her, the act is of no legal conse- 
quence. Accordingly, cohabitation with a 
gentile slavewoman, though forbidden, 
can never be subject to the penalty for 
adultery. Once a slavewoman is freed, 


1. The Gemara (Kereisos 11a, Gittin 43a) specifies that she was betrothed to a Hebrew servant 
[ay Tay], ie., a Jewish indentured servant. However, Rashi comments that in regard to the 
liability of an asham, betrothal to any Jew gives the woman the quasi-wife status described 
above. The Gemara mentions a Hebrew servant only because a free Jew may not cohabit with 
a slave, and thus can never consummate his marriage with the half-free half-slave woman 
[though his betrothal is effective in legally acquiring the half-free part in matrimony]. The 
only person who can, practically speaking, marry her and actually take her as a wife is a 
Hebrew servant who, though he is a full Jew in every respect, is permitted to cohabit with a 
gentile slavewoman given to him by his master (see Exodus 21:4; Kiddushin 15a; Rambam, Hil. 
Avadim 3:3). Thus, after betrothing and marrying her, he is permitted to both aspects of her 
legal status — the freed aspect as a Jew, and the slave aspect as a Hebrew servant. 


2. In general, all laws which treat a slave as a person of diminished legal status refer to a 
Canaanite (gentile) slave [ְעָבָד כְּנַעָנִי]‎ and slavewoman ] כְּנְעָנִית‎ NNW], not to a Hebrew servant 
[ay [ְעָבָד‎ or maidservant עִבְרִיָּה]‎ Mx]. The Canaanite slave is legally considered the property 
of his master; a Hebrew servant, on the other hand, is considered only an indentured servant, 
subject to work for a fixed period of time for his master, but not his legal property. The 
Hebrew servant does not lose his [or her] status as a full Jew as a result of his indentureship. 

When a Jew acquires a gentile slave, he must generally convert him (see Yevamos 48b, Hil. 
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מְעִילות, OWN‏ שָפְחָה חַרוּפָה, OWN‏ נָזִיר, OWN‏ 


:ד אברהם 


The communal she-‏ — וְבְחִי שַלְמִי צְבּוּר 
lamim offerings‏ 

This category consists of only one pair 
of offerings — the two lambs offered on 
Shavuos (Rav; Rashi) [as part of the 
group of offerings which accompany the 
bringing of the two loaves הַלְחֶם)‎ "nw; 
Lev. 23:19([ 

These offerings must be slaughtered in the 
northern sector of the Courtyard and have 
most holy offering status, as stated further in 
the mishnah. This contrasts with private 
shelamim offerings which may be slaugh- 
tered anywhere in the Courtyard, and are in 
the category of offerings of lesser holiness 
(see mishnah 7). The Gemara (55a) derives 
the provision to slaughter these in the north 
from the juxtaposition (הָקיש)‎ of the (commu- 
nal) shelamim with the olah in Numbers 
10:10. These two communal shelamim- 
lambs are in the most holy category, as stated 
in Leviticus 23:20: יִהָיוּ 712 לָפּהַן‎ wip, they 
shall be holy to HASHEM, to the Kohen; ie., 
because of their sanctity they may be eaten 
only by Kohanim, just as other offerings in 
the most holy offering category (see Rashi 
there; cf. comm. above, mishnah 1, s.v. "Wz 
Dw Tp). 


- ninwxi — and asham offerings — 

[The Torah names the sacrifice 
brought for a number of diverse sins and 
occasions as DW [asham], literally, guilt 
offering. ] 

Ramban (Comm. to Lev. 5:15) raises an 
interesting question. Why are some offerings 
which are brought to atone for specific sins 
called chatas and others asham? He suggests 
that the noun אשם‎ is related to the verb root 


- 


There are instances in which‏ .465010164 ,שמם 
Scripture expresses the concept of desolation‏ 
with a verb root containing an aleph, e.g.‏ 
Make them‏ הַאָשִימֶם אֶלהים :)5:11 (Psalms‏ 
desolate, O God ... (see Ibn Ezra there and‏ 
,אֶשֶם Thus‏ (אשם Radak, Shorashim s.v.‏ 
asham, denotes an offering which atones for‏ 
a grave sin, for which one deserves to be‏ 
desolated or destroyed. The root from which‏ 
denotes a slight‏ — חטא — is derived‏ חטאת 
קלע error in direction, as (Judges 20:16): Jaxa‏ 
xoq? x5) mywo-dK, ... who could sling a‏ 
stone at a hairsbreadth and not miss. There-‏ 
fore, the term chatas is reserved for offerings‏ 
that atone for unintentional transgressions,‏ 
which are by their very nature not so severe.‏ 
The term asham is used for offerings which‏ 
atone even for sins done willfully [7193],‏ 
such as the theft asham, betrothed-‏ 
maidservant asham, and the nazir’s asham,‏ 
which are therefore much more serious. The‏ 
me’ilah asham, although brought only for‏ 
unintentional misappropriation, is consid-‏ 
ered a grievous sin because it involves a‏ 
desecration of sacred property. The met-‏ 
zora’s offering is called an asham because the‏ 
Sages say: A metzora is considered as dead,‏ 
ie., ruined and desolated, and the offering is‏ 
designed to protect the metzora from the‏ 
guilt which has brought him to this condi-‏ 
tion”‏ 


these are the asham‏ — אֶלוּ הַן אַשָמוּת: 
offerings:‏ 

[The mishnah now proceeds to list the 
various asham offerings. They are distin- 
guished by the different sins or condi- 
tions for which they are brought. Unlike 
the chataos, they are brought even for 


1. Ramban leaves unexplained the appellation chatas which is applied to the offering brought 
for ,שְבוּעַת הָעָדוּת‎ the oath of testimony, and ,שְבוּעַת הפּקדון‎ the oath of deposit; both of these are 
brought for willful transgressions (see Shevuos 4:2, 5:1). In regard to the chatas brought for 


entering the Temple or eating of offerings whi 
the holy, Ramban himself provides an answer. 


le tamei, which also involves a desecration of 
In his comm. to Lev. 5:7, he explains that this 


sin is treated with greater leniency than other kares- bearing transgressions because one who 
enters the Temple or eats of offerings thinks to doa mitzvah and this is a mitigating factor in 


an unintentional transgression. 
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asham, [and] the asham in case of doubt. Their 
slaughter is in the north, and the reception of their blood 


ina sacred vessel is in the north; their blood requires two 
applications that are [the equivalent of] four; and they 
are eaten within the [Courtyard’s] curtains, by male 
Kohanim, prepared in any manner, for a day and a 


night until midnight. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


group of offerings, the first of which is 
an asham (Lev. 14:12-14).] 


bn nwx — [and] the asham in case of 
doubt. 

When one is in doubt whether he has 
become liable to a chatas (ie., he has 
grounds to suspect that he has trans- 
gressed a commandment punishable 
with kares for an intentional transgres- 
sion, but he is not sure), he must bring an 
asham (Rav; Lev. 5:17-18). The offering 
serves to protect against punishment and 
atone for the suspected transgressor for 
as long as the doubt remains. If and 
when it is clarified that a transgression 
had indeed occurred, a regular chatas is 
brought (Kereisos 26b; Rambam, Hil. 
Shegagos 8:1). 


PY. NW בַּכְלִי‎ py Map} Nya שְחִיטָתֶן‎ 
— Their slaughter is in the north, and the 
reception of their blood ina sacred vessel 
is in the north; 

The Torah stipulates that all ashamos 
are similar to the olah in regard to the 
requirement of slaughtering them in the 
north [see Lev. 7:2, 14:13] (Rav to mish- 
nah 1). 


pT) — their‏ טָעוּן |W Mana nw‏ אַרְבָּע: 
blood requires two applications that are‏ 
[the equivalent of] four;‏ 

[They require applications at each of 
two opposite corners of the Altar so that 
the blood touches all four of its sides, as 
explained in the previous mishnah.] The 
Torah (Lev. 7:2) uses virtually the same 
phrase to describe the blood applications 


[133] 


of the asham as it uses for the olah — 
wap עַל-הַמִזְבְּחַ‎ par וְאֶת-דָּמו‎ and he shall 
throw its blood on the Altar all around 
(Rav; Rashi; see comm. to mishnah 4, 
(וְדָמָהּ .צ.5‎ 


my dpm וְנְאָכְלִין 0299 מן‎ — and they are 
eaten within the [Courtyard’s] curtains, 

Both the communal shelamim and the 
various asham offerings are eaten only 
within the Temple Courtyard. In regard 
to the asham the Torah states (Numbers 
18:9-10(  םיִשָדְקֶה וּלְכָל-אַשָמֶם ... בְּקְרָש‎ 
. .. ,ְתּאבְלָנו 791-99 יאכָל אתו‎ for all their 
asham offerings... you shall eat them in 
the most holy [place], any male may eat 
it ... (Rav; Rashi). The Torah (Lev. 
23:19) also equates the communal she- 
lamim to chataos by juxtaposing them in 
the same verse: INX שָעִיר-עְזִּים‎ on wy) 
שְלָמִים‎ May? TW לְחַטָאת וּשֶנִי כְבָשִים בְּנִי‎ 
You shall offer a he-goat as a chatas and 
two lambs as a shelamim (Gem. 55a). 
[This comparison confers upon the com- 
munal shelamim (the subject of the 
verse) all of the special laws pertaining to 
the consumption of most holy offerings 
— they must be eaten within the Court- 
yard and only by male Kohanim. } 


oxo 53a לְזְכְרִי כְּהֶנָה,‎ — by male Ko- 
hanim, prepared in any manner, 
[See comm. to mishnah 3.] 


for a day and a‏ — לָיום )79°9 ty‏ חָצוּת. 
night until midnight.‏ 

[See comm. to mishnah 3.] 

This concludes the list of nw 2 Wiz, 
most holy offerings. 
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אַרְבַּע; וְנְאָכָלִין 0D?‏ מִן הַקְלָעִים, לְזְכְרִי כְהָנָה, 
923 מַאָכָל, myo ty 729) or?‏ 


:ד אברהם 


however, she gains the equivalent status 
of a convert and thus can legally enter 
into marriage. If a woman who is part 
free and part slave is acquired with 
kiddushin™ to be the betrothed wife of a 
Jew, only her free half can be considered 
betrothed. Since kiddushin does not take 
effect with a slavewoman, the unfreed 
half of her legal state is unaffected by the 
betrothal, so that only half of her can be 
considered betrothed. The legal condition 
of being a woman of whom only half her 
person is betrothed gives her the status of 
a quasi-betrothed wife; adultery with her 
does not carry the usual capital punish- 
ment. Rather, the adulterer must bring an 
asham offering (see Lev. 19:20-22 with 
Rashi; Kereisos 11a). 

The above is the view of R’ Akiva which is 
accepted by Rambam (Hil. Ishus 4:17, Isurei 
Biah 3:13). R’ Yishmael, however, states that 
the חָרוּפָה‎ ANDW meant by the Torah (Lev. 
19:20) refers to a gentile slavewoman, who 
has been designated to cohabit exclusively 
with a Hebrew servant (see Kereisos 11a, 
Gittin 43a). It is this view which is reflected 
in the commentary of Rashi. 


DW — the nazir’s asham,‏ נָזִיר, 

A nazir is one who accepts upon 
himself the vow of nezirus, which pro- 
hibits him from drinking wine, cutting 
his hair, and contaminating himself with 
a human corpse. If he should become 
tamei through contact with a human 
corpse he must purify himself, shave the 
hair of his head at the conclusion of the 
purification period, and bring a group of 
offerings on the following day, one of 
which is an asham (Rav; Rashi). [After 
this he must begin anew to fulfill his 
vow for the term specified; the time 
previously observed as a nazir is not 
counted toward the sum total of days he 
vowed to spend as a nazir (Numbers 
6:12).] 


the metzora’s asham,‏ — אָשֶם מְצרָע, 

[A metzora is one who was afflicted 
with any of the skin conditions described 
in Leviticus chapter 13. These conditions 
render him tamei. Once he is cured, he 
must undergo a purification process last- 
ing seven days, as described in Leviticus 
14:2-9. On the eighth day he brings a 


Avadim 8:12), whereupon the slave attains a quasi-Jewish status; he is obligated (even if he is 
a man) to do only the commandments incumbent upon women (Chagigah 4a, Rambam, Hil. 
Chagigah 2:1). The [converted] slave, however, does not attain full Jewish status and thus, 
among other things, is excluded from legally entering a marriage, be the slave a male or female 
(see Kiddushin 3:12, 66b). [A gentile slave may cohabit with a slavewoman of his status, but 
their relationship is not legally considered marriage.] Once the slave is freed, he is in all 
regards viewed as a convert and subject to all the laws of the Torah (see Yevamos 47b; 
Rambam, Isurei Biah 13:12 with Maggid Mishneh). 


1. Kiddushin, or betrothal, as it is commonly translated, is actually much more than the name 
implies. Once kiddushin has been received, the betrothed woman is treated with most of the 
legal stringencies that apply to a married woman. Thus, adultery with a betrothed woman is 
subject to capital punishment, or if unintentional, to a chatas for atonement. Dissolution of the 
betrothal requires a regular divorce. Obviously, this does not refer to the state colloquially 
known as ‘betrothal.’ Kiddushin is the act of formally acquiring a wife by one of the three 
valid methods listed in Kiddushin 1:1, and is preparatory to the nisuin (full marriage), when 
the bride formally enters her husband’s home. The custom today is to perform the kiddushin 
under the chupah and follow it immediately with nisuin. 
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5 6. "The todah offering and the nazir’s ram [are] 
6 ~ offerings of lesser holiness — their slaughter may 
be anywhere in the Courtyard, and their blood requires 
two applications that are [the equivalent of] four; and 
they may be eaten throughout the city [of Jerusalem], 
by anyone, prepared in any manner, for a day and a 
night, until midnight. The portions separated from them 
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ter may be anywhere in the Courtyard, 
[The provision to slaughter in the 
north is never mentioned in the context 
of shelamim offerings, nor are shelamim 
ever equated with olah offerings. Thus, 
they may be slaughtered anywhere in the 
Courtyard. They may not, however, be 
slaughtered outside of the Courtyard. 
The Torah (Lev. 3:2,7,13) insists that the 
shelamim be slaughtered מועד‎ Six ,פֶתַח‎ 
at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting (v. 
2); or 71759, before HASHEM (v. 7); or 2299 
sayin Six, before the Tent of Meeting (v. 
13); each of these terms restricts the 
slaughter of shelamim offerings to the 
Temple Courtyard (see Gem. 55a,b).] 


WY nino caw pyy pT) — and‏ אַרְבַּע: 
their blood requires two applications‏ 
that are [the equivalent of] four;‏ 

{In regard to the blood applications of 
the shelamim, the language used by the 
Torah (Lev. 3:2,8,13) — [they] shall 
throw the blood on the Altar all around 
— is virtually identical with that used for 
the olah (see comm. to mishnah 4, s.v. 
[וְדָמָה טָעוּן‎ 


and they may be‏ — וְנְאָכָלִים בְּכָל הָעִיר, 
eaten throughout the city [of Jerusalem],‏ 

In regard to the minchah- offering, the 
Torah stresses (Lev. 10:13( וְאָכַלְתֶּם אתָהּ‎ 
.בְּמָקום קדוש‎ You shall eat it in a holy 
place. The otherwise superfluous pro- 
noun it implies that only the minchah- 
offering must be eaten in a holy place, 
ie., the Courtyard (see v. 12 there), but 


not the shelamim discussed there in the 
same context. By contrast, for the she- 
lamim the Torah (v. 14) states only that it 
be eaten בְּמקום טָהור‎ in a pure place; ie., 
a place which is barred to tumah-con- 
taminated persons. The area enclosed 
within the walls of Jerusalem is barred to 
anyone who is a metzora. Therefore, 
although it is not barred to all tumah- 
contaminated persons, it qualifies as a 
[minimally] pure place (Rav from Gem. 
55a). 


by anyone,‏ — 939 אָדֶם, 

16, even non-Kohanim may eat of 
these offerings (Rav; Rashi). [The Torah 
(Lev. 7:31-34) reserves only the breast 
and right thigh of these offerings for the 
Kohanim. | 


prepared in any manner,‏ — 932 מַאָכָל, 
[See comm. to mishnah 3.]"!‏ 


972) לָיום‎ — for a day and a night, 
{Le., the day the offering is slaughtered 
and the night following it.] The Torah 
(Lev. 7:15) states regarding the todah: 
עַד-בְּקֶר‎ wan לא-יִנִּיחַ‎ Sox? aI OVA, on 
the day of its offering it should be eaten, 
one may not leave any of it over till 
morning. By means of Biblical exegesis a 
nazir’s ram is deduced to be included in 
this Scriptural statement (Rav, Rashi 
from Sifra to Lev. 7:15, Gem. 4a, 7a). 


iva ty — until midnight. 
[See comm. to mishnah 3.] 


1. The nazir’s ram must be cooked prior to being eaten (see Numbers 6:18,19 with Sifrei; 
Chullin 98b). Nonetheless, it can be said that it may be eaten prepared in any manner, since 
one may roast it after it has been cooked and eat it that way. This contrasts with the 
pesach- offering which must be eaten in a roasted state, and can therefore not be cooked after 
it has been roasted (see Pesachim 41a; Rambam, Hil. Korban Pesach 8:8). 
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6. 


This mishnah begins the list of קלים‎ wp, offerings of lesser holiness. As noted in 
the introduction to this chapter, this term is a relative one, distinguishing this set of 
offerings from Dw 2 Wz, most holy offerings, in regard to certain procedures and 
stringencies. The essential sacrificial sanctity, however, is a property of both 


categories. 


mina — The todah [lit., thanksgiving] 
offering 

[One of the two types of shelamim 
offerings described in Leviticus ch. 7 
(11-21) is the todah — the thanksgiving 
offering. As implied by its name, this is 
brought in recognition of deliverance 
from misfortune. Specifically, it 8 
brought by one who is delivered from 
any of the misfortunes or dangers listed 
in Psalms 107 as occasion for thanksgiv- 
ing — a sea journey, a trip through the 
desert, imprisonment, or illness (Rashi to 
Lev. 7:12; see also Psalms 107:22, Rashi 
and Targum there 100:1). 

Radak (Shorashim s.v. xx?) believes that it 
is brought to mark a person’s general resolu- 
tion to better his ways (see also Rashi to 
Psalms 50:14,23).] 


and the nazir’s ram‏ — וְאִיל נָזִיר, 

[At the conclusion of the term of a 
nazir’s vow, he must bring a group of 
offerings — one of which is a ram for a 
shelamim (see Numbers 6:14,17). 

Both the todah and nazir’s ram are 
basically shelamim offerings. They dif- 
fer from regular shelamim offerings in 
respect to the time allotted for eating 
them; the todah and nazir’s ram may be 
eaten for only a day and night while the 
regular shelamim may be eaten for two 
days and a night (see mishnah 7).] 


- קָלִים‎ mw — [are] offerings of lesser 
holiness — 
Unlike offerings classified as most 
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holy, the strictures of me’ilah (misappro- 
priation of sacred property) do not apply 
to offerings of lesser holiness when they 
are alive (Rav; Rashi). The law of 
me ilah is restricted to misappropriation 
of הי‎ wz, HASHEM’s holy things (Lev. 
5:15). Less holy offerings are not consid- 
ered to be reserved totally for HASHEM 
because their meat is permitted to every 
Israelite (Sifra and Rashi there, see 
Mizrachi). [After their slaughter and the 
throwing of their blood, me’ilah applies 
to their sacrificial parts, but this is 
because these parts then become reclassi- 
fied as most holy; see comm. to mishnah 
4,s.v. [.הָעוּלָה‎ 

[A strict interpretation of this term would 
exclude even most holy offerings whose meat 
is eaten and the sacrificial parts of less holy 
offerings. However, the Gemara (Temurah 
32b, Me’ilah 15a) adduces a Biblical allusion 
which indicates that sacrificial parts be 
included in the law of me’ilah, thus indicat- 
ing a more lenient interpretation. This allows 
us to also include the meat of most holy 
offerings prior to zerikah, since they too are 
to some degree reserved to HASHEM; they are 
permitted only to the Kohanim (see Tos. to 
Me’ilah 15a, s.v. מהאי‎ with Keren Orah). 
Because offerings of lesser holiness are per- 
mitted to be eaten by everyone, they do not 
meet even this more lenient standard of 
‘reserved for HASHEM’ and are therefore 
excluded from me’ilah (see Rashi, Temurah 
32b, s.v. ;לרבות אמורי קדשים קלים‎ cf. Aruch 
HaShulchan HaAssid 168:2-3). 


their slaugh-‏ — שָחִיטְתֶן Dipy 93a‏ בָּעָזָרָה, 


[134] 


5 are similar to them, except that the separated portions 
7 may be eaten [only] by the Kohanim, their wives, 
children, and slaves. 


7 he shelamim offerings [are] offerings of lesser 

holiness — their slaughter may be anywhere in 
the Courtyard, and their blood requires two applications 
that are [the equivalent of] four; and they may be eaten 
throughout the city, by anyone, prepared in any 
manner, for two days and one night. The portions 
separated from them are similar to them, except that the 
separated portions may be eaten only by the Kohanim, 
their wives, children, and slaves. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Canaanite (gentile) slaves (see comm.‏ ,בְּנַעָנִים 
owr). Since‏ שפחה חרופה to mishnah 5, s.v.‏ 
they are the property of the Kohen, they are‏ 
included in the leniency granted to the rest of‏ 
his household both in regard to terumah and‏ 


— שַלָמִים, קָדָשים קָלִים‎ — The shelamim 
offerings [are] offerings of lesser holiness 
Accordingly, they are not subject to 
the laws of me’ilah (Rav; Rashi; see 
comm. to mishnah 6, s.v. .(קדשים קלים‎ 


שְחִיטָתֶן 932 מֶקום בָּעִזֶרָה, YY TT)‏ שְתִי 
מַתָּנוות |W‏ אַרְבַּע: וְנְאָכָלִין בְּבָל הָעִיר, 732 
93a DIX — their slaughter may be‏ מַאָכָל, 
anywhere in the Courtyard, and their‏ 
blood requires two applications that are‏ 
[the equivalent of ]four; and they may be‏ 
eaten throughout the city, by anyone,‏ 

prepared in any manner, 

[See comm. to mishnah 6.[ 


for two days and‏ — לְִשָנִי on?‏ וְלַיָלָה אֶחָד. 
one night.‏ 

[The regular shelamim may be eaten 
during the day of its slaughter, the night 
following it, and the next day till sunset.] 
The Torah says (Lev. 7:17) in regard to 
regular shelamim: ova Naw Awan ANT) 
yw ,הַשָלִישי בָּאָש‎ But what is left over 
of the meat of the sacrifice, must be 
burned on the third day, making it clear 
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the Kohanic portions of the sacrifice. An עָבָד‎ 
“ay, Hebrew servant, who is not the Kohen’s 
property, is treated as any other Israelite and 
is prohibited from eating even terumah (see 
Lev. 22:10). 


Ws 


that it is still permissible on the second 
day (Rav). 

The Gemara (56b; see also Sifra to Lev. 
7:16) points out that this verse does not 
indicate that the shelamim are forbidden on 
the night following the second day. The 
Gemara cites another verse as the source of 
this prohibition. Nevertheless, the leftover 
portions of the offering (nossar) may not be 
burned before the third morning, as indi- 
cated in the above-cited verse. 

2 הַמוּרֶם מָהֶם כַּיוצָא‎ — The portions 
separated from them are similar to 
them, 

[The breast and thigh which are given 
to the Kohanim are governed by the 
same regulations which apply to the rest 
of the meat; they may be eaten through- 
out the city, prepared in any manner, for 
two days and a night (see comm. to 
mishnah 6, s.v. המורם‎ and [,(כיוצא‎ 


OPW?  םיִנָהְּכְל‎ FX) PTY אֶלָא‎ 
וְלְבְנִיהֶם, וּלְעַבְרִיהֶם.‎ — except that the 
separated portions may be eaten only by 
the Kohanim, their wives, children, and 
slaves. 

[See comm. to mishnah 6, s.v. 89X.] 
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.niyn‏ הַמוּרֶם מָהֶם כַּיוְצָא בָהֶם, XOX‏ שָהַמוּרֶם 
ָאָכָל PII) OPW? OID?‏ וּלְעַבְרִיהֶם. 


זבחים 
ה/ז 


boa pen - קלים‎ ow, שֶלָמִים,‎ m 
"AW טָעוּן‎ TET) מקום בָּעְזָרָה,‎ 
529? בְּכָל הָעִיר,‎ P2987 אַרְבַּע;‎ TW ning 
בְּכָל מאָכָל, לשני יָמִים )7272 אֶחָד. הַמוּרֶם‎ DIN 
לִכּהָנִים,‎ DN) שָהַמוּרֶם‎ NPN כַּיוצָא בָּהֶן,‎ OTD 
וְלַבְנִיהֶם, וּלְעַבְדִיהֶם.‎ DPW 


יד אברהם 


The portions separated‏ — הַמוּרֶם מָהֶם 
from them‏ 

The breast and thigh of the right hind 
leg of every shelamim are separated from 
the offering and given to the Kohanim 
(see Lev. 7:30, 32-34). In the case of the 
nazir’s ram the Kohanim also receive the 
right front leg (Numbers 6:19-20). 

As an adjunct to these two offerings, 
fine flour is consecrated and loaves are 
baked from it. In the case of the todah 
offering, four types of loaves are baked, 
ten of each type; and in the case of the 
nazir's ram, two types of loaves are 
baked. The loaves attain offering status 
with the slaughter of the respective 
offerings, although no part of the loaves 
is offered. One loaf of each type is 
separated to be given to the Kohanim 
(Rav; Rashi; see Lev. 7:12-14, Numbers 
6:15,19-20, Menachos 7:3). 


are similar to them,‏ — בִּיוצָא בָּהֶם, 

The Kohanim’s portion is treated in 
the same manner as the rest of the meat 
which is eaten by everyone; ie., it may be 
eaten throughout the city [prepared in 


any manner] for a day and a night until 
midnight (Rav). 


py? mga? 52x] אֶלָא שְהַמוּרָם‎ 
וְלְבְּנִיהֶם, וּלְעַבְרִיהֶם.‎ — except that the 
separated portions may be eaten [only] 
by the Kohanim, their wives, children, 
and slaves. 

[The Torah (Lev. 10:14) states in 
reference to the breast and thigh given to 
the Kohanim: שוק‎ nx) הַתְּנוּפָה‎ TIO nx) 
723) הַתְּרוּמָה תּאכְלוּ בְּמְקום טָהוּר אַתָּה‎ 
Ax 7121, and the breast of the waving, 
and the thigh of separation, you shall eat 
in a pure place; you, your sons, and your 
daughters (Rav; Rashi). Although 
wives are not explicitly mentioned in this 
verse, their right to eat is derived from 
the expression 4m23, in your household, 
stated in regard to nym ,תְרוּמַת‎ their 
separated gifts — ie. the breast and 
thigh (Numbers 18:11): 322 7719-79 
אתו‎ SDK, anyone in your household who 
is tahor may eat it (see Rashi, and Sifrei 
Zutah in Yalkut there; cf. Sifrei to v. 
ise 

The slaves mentioned here are עָבָדִים‎ 


1. Inexplicably, Rav omits this particular from his list of details in which the separated 
portions resemble the rest of the meat. Clearly, even the Kohanim’s portion may be eaten 
prepared in any manner, as stated in mishnah 10:7. 


2. This writer has not been able to find the Biblical source for the inclusion of slaves, but it 
may be that an analogy is drawn from terumah, or that the phrase anyone ... who is tahor 


includes slaves (see Sifrei to v. 13). 
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ou 


8. | he bechor-offering, the maaser-offering, and the 
pesach-offering, [are] offerings of lesser holiness 


— their slaughter may be anywhere in the Courtyard, 
and their blood requires one application, but he must 
apply it opposite the base. They differ in [the manner 
of] their consumption: The bechor-offering is eaten 
[only] by Kohanim, and the maaser-offering by any- 
one; and they may be eaten throughout the city, [by 
anyone,] prepared in any manner, for two days and one 


YAD AVRAHAM 


pn, And their meat shall be to you as 
the breast which is waved and like the 
right thigh (Rav; Rashi; see mishnah 6, 
s.v. המורם‎ and NdRK). 


and the maaser-of-‏ — וְהַמַעָשָר 999 אָדֶם; 
fering by anyone;‏ 

Nowhere does the Torah say that any 
part need be given to the Kohanim (Rav; 
Rashi). [Not even the breast and right 
thigh are separated from this offering to 
be given the Kohanim. ] 


and they may be‏ — וְנְאָכָלִין 53a‏ הָעִיר, 
eaten throughout the city,‏ 

The Torah (Deut. 12:6) says: וְהָבָאתֶם‎ 
. . . מַעְשֶרתִיכֶם‎ nx) עַלְתִיכֶם וְזְבְחִיכֶם‎ mow 
027923 M333, And you shall bring there 
[ie., to the chosen place (v. 5) — 
Jerusalem] your olah offerings, your sac- 
rifices, your tithes ... and the firstborn 
of your cattle. Sifrei explains that the 
plural form ,מַעְשְרתִיכֶם‎ your tithes, indi- 
cates that the verse refers to two types of 
tithe; the second tithe (maaser sheni) of 
grain, and the animal tithe (maaser- 
offering), thereby establishing that the 
bechor- and maaser- offerings may not 
be eaten outside the city’s walls. Since 
nowhere do we find any further restric- 
tions on the area in which these offerings 
may be eaten, we can assume that they 
may be eaten throughout the city (Rav; 
Rashi). 

Tosafos (56b, s.v. (ונאכלין‎ points out 
that there is yet another (negative) com- 
mandment prohibiting the consumption 
of these offerings outside of Jerusalem 
and implying their permissibility in the 
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city. ND... Faywa לא-תוּכָל לָאָכל‎ 
בְּקָרְךּ וְצאנךָ‎ You may not eat within your 
gates [ie., cities] ... your firstborn cattle 
and sheep ... (Deut. 12:17); the maaser- 
offering is equated with the bechor 
through a gezeirah shavah. 

The wording of the mishnah implies that 
the clause and they may be eaten throughout 
the city applies only to the bechor- and 
maaser-offerings, but not to the pesach- 
offering. Actually the pesach too may be 
eaten throughout the city, like all other 
offerings of lesser holiness. However, there is 
a restriction in the case of the pesach- 
offering which does not apply to the other 
two offerings — a single pesach-offering 
may not be eaten at two different sites within 
the city (see Pesachim 86a; Rambam, Hil. 
Korban Pesach 9:1). It is to allude to this rule 
that the Tanna separates the pesach- offering 
from the other offerings in regard to the rule 


that it may be eaten throughout the city 
(Rashash). 


Lox 929 — by anyone, ]} 

This phrase is out of place here and 
should be deleted, since one of the 
offerings referred to in this list is the 
bechor, which may be eaten only by 


Kohanim, as mentioned earlier (Rashi; 
Tos. Yom Tov). 


53a -‏ מְאָכָל, IW?‏ יָמִים )7272 אֶחָד. 
prepared in any manner, for two days‏ 
and one night.‏ 

[The bechor- and maaser-offerings 
are allotted the same time frame as the 
shelamim.] The Torah says in regard to 
the firstborn offering (Numbers 18:18): 
Pad pw ANT כַּחָזֶה‎ APMP ow, 
And their meat shall be to you as the 
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NST)‏ קָדָשים 


וְהַמַעָשר, 
op‏ — שָחִיטְָתֶן 23a‏ מָקוּם 


זבחים 
ה/ח 


נחז הַבְּכוּר, 


AID Uk 12231, WIN טָעוּן מַתָּנָה‎ rea ATHY 


ce aK‏ אָדֶם; boa eae‏ הָעִיר, לבל 
אָרֶם,] me) om wd box 53a‏ אֶחָד. 


יד אברהם 


The bechor-offering [lit., first-‏ -- הַבְּכור, 
born],‏ 

[The firstborn of cows, goats and 
sheep is automatically consecrated as an 
offering (see Lev. 27:26 and Ramban’'s 
Comm. there).] 


wynm — the maaser-offering [lit., 
tithe ], 

[The newborn flock of cows, goats, 
and sheep must each be counted annu- 
ally and every tenth animal marked with 
red paint. These tithed animals are auto- 
matically rendered consecrated as offer- 
ings (see Lev. 27:32).] 


and the pesach-offering,‏ — וְהַפָּסַח, 
(Every individual is obligated to bring‏ 
a pesach-offering either himself or in‏ 
partnership with others. This consists of‏ 
either a lamb or kid to be offered on the‏ 
afternoon of the fourteenth of Nissan.]‏ 


ATYVI מֶקום‎ 733 HN — קלים‎ OWI? — 
[are] offerings of lesser holiness — their 
slaughter may be anywhere in the 
Courtyard, 

[The offerings listed here may be 
slaughtered anywhere in the Courtyard, 
as is the case of the shelamim, because 
here too the Torah does not stipulate that 
they must be slaughtered in the north.] 


pot) — and their blood‏ טָעוּן מַתָנָה אַחַת, 
requires one application,‏ 

The verse which deals with the blood 
applications of these three offerings says 
merely (Numbers 18:17): אֶת-דָּמֶם תִּזֶרק‎ 
,עַל-הַמִזְבָּחַ‎ you shall throw ‘hese blood on 
the Altar, indicating that one application 
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8. 


is sufficient; neither does the verse 
specify that the blood must be thrown 
aap, all around, as it does with the 
shelamim. 

Although the antecedent of the pronoun 
their is the bechor- offering mentioned at the 
beginning of the* verse, nevertheless the 
plural form indicates an allusion to offerings 
not mentioned explicitly here (Rav from 
Gem. 56b). [The offerings alluded to must be 
those whose blood applications have not 
been mentioned explicitly in the Torah — 
hence the pesach- and maaser- offerings.] 


710% 3339 Jaw וּבְלְבַד‎ — but he must 
apply it opposite the base. 

The single blood application must be 
applied to a wall of the Altar which is 
above the base. Thus, the blood may not 
be thrown against the parts of the 
southern and eastern walls of the Altar 
which did not possess a base at their 
bottom (see above mishnah 4, s.v. ;ודמה‎ 
Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 5:17). 

The Torah insists that the olah’s blood 
application be made only to parts of the Altar 
above the base; this rule is hermeneutically 
applied to the offerings discussed here by 
means of a gezeirah shavah (Rav from Gem. 
55b-56a; see Rashi there). 


They‏ — שנָּה בַאָכִילְתֶן הַבְּור נְאָכָל לַכּהָנִים, 
differ in [the manner of ] their consump-‏ 
tion: The bechor-offering is eaten [only]‏ 
by Kohanim,‏ 

The meat of the bechor- offering may 
be eaten only by Kohanim [and their 
wives, children and slaves]. The Torah 
states in regard to the bechor (Numbers 
18:18): וּכְשוק‎ NDNA וּבְשָרֶם יִהְיַה-לָך כַּחָזָה‎ 


]138[ 


5 night. The pesach- offering may be eaten only by night, 
8 it may be eaten only until midnight, it may be eaten 
only by those registered for it, and it may be eaten only 


roasted. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


more stringent view must be adopted. 

This is not a merely theoretical question 
with applications only in Messianic times 
וְהַלְכְתָא לִמְשִיחָא]‎ but concerns practical con- 
temporary halachah as well. The Gemara 
(Pesachim 120b) states that the mitzvah of 
eating matzah on the night of Pesach is tied 
to the mitzvah of eating the meat of the 
pesach-offering, and that according to R’ 
Elazar ben Azaryah one does not fulfill the 
mitzvah if one eats the matzah after mid- 
night. Tosafos (Megillah 21a) add that even 
the afikoman [the piece of matzah eaten at 
the end of the Seder meal] should be eaten 
before midnight. 

Rambam (Korban Pesach 8:15), however, 
accepts R’ Akiva’s view as_halachah. 
Shulchan Aruch (Orach Chaim 477:1) rules 
that the afikoman should be eaten before 
midnight, but Beur HaGra points out that 
even according to R’ Akiva this is so, since 
ideally the offering should be eaten before 
midnight even in his view. 

It follows from all this that if one did not 
eat the obligatory first kezayis of matzah 
until after midnight, his fulfillment of the 
mitzvah past midnight depends on the dis- 
agreement between R’ Akiva and R’ Elazar 
ben Azaryah. Dagul MeRevavah rules that in 
such a case one should eat the matzah but 
without reciting the blessing of אָכִילַת מַצָה‎ Sy 
(see Mishnah Berurah 477:6 with Beur Ha- 
lachah; Yeshuos Yaakov there, and Ohr 
Same’ach to Hil. Chametz U’ matzah 6:1). 


yam? וְאִינו נָאָכָל אֶלָא‎ — it may be eaten 
only by those registered for it, 

In order to fulfill one’s obligations to 
offer and eat the pesach-offering, one 
must register prior to the slaughter to be 
counted as one of those who will eat that 


specific offering. [The root of the word 
yn is ,מנה‎ which means to count.] 
Only those who are counted towards the 
offering may later eat it. This provision is 
contained in the verse (Ex. 12:4): 59 איש‎ 
תָּכסוּ עַל-הַשָה‎ 195K, each man, according 
to his [capacity to] eat, let them be 
counted on the lamb (Rav; Rashi; see 
Pesachim 61a). 


and it may be‏ — וְאִינו נָאָכָל אֶלָא צָלִי. 
eaten only roasted.‏ 

[The Torah (Ex. 12:8) states: 153x) 

. ,אֶת-הַבָּשֶר בַּלַיָלָה הַזֶּה צְלִיאָש‎ they 
shall eat the meat [of the pesach-offer- 
ing] on this night roasted by fire . . .[ 

Tosafos (56b, s.v. (הפסח‎ ask why the 
mishnah does not also mention that the 
pesach- offering must be eaten together with 
matzah and maror (bitter herbs), as stated in 
the Torah (Ex. עַל-מָררִים יִאִכְלְהוּ:(12:8‎ nix, 
and [with] matzos and with bitter herbs they 
shall eat it. Various answers are given, 
among them that the eating of the matzah 
and bitter herbs is not essential to the 
fulfillment of the requirement of eating the 
pesach- offering, and if one does not have 
matzah or bitter herbs he may and should 
nevertheless partake of the pesach- offering. 

Sfas Emes points out that there is no 
provision that one may not eat of the 
pesach- offering without matzah and bitter 
herbs, only that there is a mitzvah to eat at 
least one olive’s volume [np] of meat 
together with matzah and maror. Thus, one 
may eat of the pesach-offering without 
matzah and bitter herbs, as long as one eats a 
kezayis, with matzah and maror. Therefore, 
the mishnah cannot say, and it may be eaten 
only ... with matzah and maror. 


Chapter 6 


The following two chapters deal with the rules and procedures for bird offerings. 
Bird offerings come in only two categories: chatas and olah. The avodah of bird 
offerings differs from that of animal offerings in two outstanding respects. The first 
is that it is not slaughtered in the usual manner with a knife, in the procedure known 
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NDB‏ אִינו נְאָכָל IPN) 12722 NPN‏ נָאָבָל אֶלָא 
עַד NPR ONIN] NN‏ למנוּייו, IPN)‏ נָאָבָל 


זבחים 
ה/ח 


NPR‏ צָלִי. 


יד אברהם 


breast which is waved and as the right 
thigh. The reference to the breast and 
right thigh is to the parts separated from 
the shelamim to be given to the Ko- 
hanim. Since they come from 8 she- 
lamim, these parts may be eaten for two 
days and one night. By the analogy 
drawn, therefore, the maaser- offering is 
also assigned this time frame. The rule 
for the bechor is derived from the 
maaser- offering by means of a gezeirah 
shavah (Rav from Gem. 57a; Rashi to 
the mishnah, and in a responsum cited 
by Tosafos 56b). 

The Gemara (57a) adduces various proofs 
that the verse does not refer to the thigh and 
breast of the todah offering. 


ma אֶלָא‎ Sox) הַפֶסַח אִינו‎ — The 
pesach-offering may be eaten only by 
night, 

[It may not be eaten during the day of 
its slaughter. Rather, one must wait until 
nightfall of the first night of Pesach in 
order to eat of it. The pesach-offering 
must be eaten only on that night, as 
stated in the Torah (Ex. 12:8): 173%) 
nia ava ,אֶת -הַבָּשָר‎ They shall eat the 
meat on this night.] 


it may be‏ — וְאִינו ty xox 93x)‏ חַצות, 
eaten only until midnight,‏ 

Actually, the meat of all offerings 
(other than the shelamim) must be eaten 
before midnight, but the mishnah does 
not use the term Xx, only, in defining 


their rule (see above, mishnah 3,5,6). The 
implication is that in the case of the 
pesach- offering, the midnight cutoff is 
more stringent. This is because the mid- 
night cutoff in regard to other offerings 
is merely a Rabbinic precaution to pre- 
vent consumption past dawn (see comm. 
to mishnah 3, s.v. niyo .(עַד‎ By contrast, 
the midnight deadline for consumption 
of the pesach- offering is a Biblical one. 

The Gemara (57b) cites a Tannaitic 
dispute whether the midnight deadline 
for eating the pesach- offering is Biblical 
or Rabbinic. R’ Elazar ben Azaryah 
considers it Biblical, while R’ Akiva 
considers it Rabbinic, with the Biblical 
deadline for eating the pesach- offering 
to be dawn, the same as for other 
offerings." The mishnah thus follows 
the view of R’ Elazar ben Azaryah. He 
derives the Biblical midnight deadline of 
the pesach-offering by gezeirah shavah 
from the plague of the firstborn, which 
took place at midnight, as stated in 
Exodus 12:29. 

Tosafos (57b, s.v. ואיבעית‎ and Megillah 
21a, s.v. (לאתניי‎ assert that the halachah is in 
accord with R’ Elazar ben Azaryah’s view, 
since it is presented anonymously. However, 
elsewhere (Pesachim 120b, s.v. ;אמר‎ see Rosh 
there) Tosafos find that the evidence is 
contradictory and conclude that no verdict 
can be reached as to which view should be 
accepted. In practical terms, Tosafos there- 
fore say, we must apply the rule that where 
doubt exists regarding a Biblical matter, the 


1. Tosafos (Pesachim 120b, s.v. (אמר‎ assume that the Rabbinic prohibition only delineates the 
proper procedure, but if the meat was left over past midnight, the Rabbinic prohibition does 
not direct one to leave the meat for the morning to become nossar on a Biblical level. To do so 
would force one to transgress the Biblical admonition not to leave over offering meat. 
Rambam’s language (Maaseh HaKorbanos 10:8), however, indicates that if one did not eat the 
meat before midnight, he should not eat it later. Rather, he should let it become nossar. 
However, Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid (81:15, 69:7) asserts that this is not so, and that even 
Rambam agrees the meat should be eaten if it was left past midnight. Nevertheless, from Ohr 
Zarua 2:231 it appears that even according to R’ Akiva one may not eat pesach meat which 
was left past midnight. 
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6 1. ] ] ף‎ most holy offerings were slaughtered on top of 
1 the Altar — R’ Yose says: [It is] as if they had been 
slaughtered in the north; R’ Yose bar Yehudah says: 
From the middle of the Altar and northward is as the 
north; from the middle of the Altar and southward is as 


the south. 


The minchah-offerings would have their kometz 
separated anywhere in the Courtyard, and they are 


YAD AVRAHAM 


mishnah uses the phrase, It is ‘as if’ they had 
been slaughtered in the north to state the 
validity of this area; strictly speaking it does 
not satisfy the requirements of north (Gem. 
58a). 


yx 2) הַמִזְבּחַ‎ YN WIN TAT רַבִּי יוסִי בר‎ 
כַּבְּרום.‎ OID) Mama כַּצְפון; מִחָצִי‎ - R’ 
Yose bar Yehudah says: From the mid- 
dle of the Altar and northward is as the 
north; from the middle of the Altar and 
southward is as the south. 

[In this view the offering is valid only 
if it is slaughtered on the northern half of 
the Altar.] R’ Yose bar R’ Yehudah bases 
himself on the same verse cited by R’ 
Yose as the source for his ruling. He 
reasons, however, that the verse seems to 
needlessly validate the Altar for the 
slaughter of shelamim, which, because 
they are offerings of lesser holiness, may 
in any case be slaughtered throughout 
the Courtyard (see mishnah 5). Accord- 
ingly, he takes the verse to mean that 
part of the Altar is valid only for 
shelamim and other offerings of lesser 
holiness — ie., half the Altar is consid- 
ered south. Accordingly, the verse 
teaches that most holy offerings [which 
must be slaughtered in the area defined 
as north] are valid only when slaugh- 
tered on the northern half of the Altar 
(Rav from Gem. 58a). 


Here the Gemara (58a) concludes that in R’ 
Yose bar R’ Yehudah’s view the entire Altar 
stood in the south; consequently, the areas 
west and east of even the northern part of the 
Altar are not valid for slaughtering. Never- 
theless, the northern half of the Altar is valid 
for slaughter by special Scriptural decree 
הַכָּתוּב)‎ NVI). 
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The halachah is in accord with R’ 
Yose’s view (Rav; Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:1). 

There are actually three (or, in some 
opinions, four) views regarding the exact 
location of the Altar in relation to the 
north-south line of the Courtyard ]1.6., a line 
drawn from east to west which bisects the 
Courtyard dividing it between north and 
south]. R’ Yose holds that the southern edge 
of the Altar was located exactly at the 
north-south line. In his view, therefore, the 
entire Altar was in the north. R’ Yehudah (in 
a baraisa cited by the Gem.) holds that the 
Altar was situated exactly in the middle of 
the Courtyard and was itself bisected by the 
north-south line; half its thirty-two-cubit 
width was in the north and half in the south. 
R’ Eliezer ben Yaakov holds that the north- 
ern edge of the Altar lined up with the 
midpoint of the Courtyard, thus making the 
entire Altar in the south (Gem. 59a). The 
mishnah in Middos (5:2) as interpreted by 
Rashi (Yoma 16b, s.v. (רובא‎ places most of 
the Altar south of the midpoint, and the 
smaller part north of it: specifically twenty- 
seven of the thirty-two cubits of the Altar’s 
area in the south, and five cubits in the north. 
Rambam (Beis HaBechirah 5:15) accepts the 
view expressed in Middos but breaks down 
the figures slightly differently; seven cubits 
were in the north and twenty-five in the 
south. Tosafos (Yoma 16b, s.v. ,(רובא‎ how- 
ever, assert that the mishnah in Middos 
actually accords with the view that the Altar 
was entirely in the south. 


— הַמְּנָחוּת PI‏ נִקְמָצוּת 22a‏ מֶקוּם בָּעָזָרָה, 
The minchah-offerings would have their‏ 
kometz separated anywhere in the‏ 
Courtyard,‏ 
(Minchah- offerings are in the most‏ 
holy category (see Lev. 2:3,10, 7:10, 10:12-‏ 
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as shechitah. Rather, the Kohen punctures the back of its neck with his thumbnail, a 
procedure known as 772%, melikah."! The second is that the blood of the offering is 
not gathered in a bowl for application to the Altar, but is applied directly from the 
animal's neck. 

Before taking up its primary topic, however, mishnah 1 of this chapter concludes 
certain points relevant to the last chapter. 


1 


- שֶשְחָטָןְבָּראש הַמִזבָּ‎ OWI קָרְשי‎ — [If] 
most holy offerings were slaughtered on 
top of the Altar — 

[The mishnah has stated previously 
(5:1) that most holy offerings (kodshei 
kodashim) must be slaughtered in the 
north area of the Courtyard. The mish- 
nah now presents varying views on 
whether the Altar itself is considered to 
be in the north. Although the top of the 
Altar is not designated for slaughter, this 
per se does not disqualify the slaughter. 
Thus, for example, there is no question 
that offerings of lesser holiness (ko- 
dashim kalim) which need not be 
slaughtered in the north, are valid if 
slaughtered atop the Altar.] 


R’‏ — רַבִּי יוּסִי OW? RD AIK‏ בַצָפון; 
Yose says: [It is] as if they had been‏ 
slaughtered in the north;‏ 

Le., the slaughter is valid. This is 


derived from the verse regarding the 
Altar (Ex. 20:21): אֶת-עלתָיך‎ roy pnan 
7n2W-nx1, and you shall slaughter upon 
it your olah offerings [ie most holy 
offerings; see 5:4] and your shelamim 
offerings (Rav from Gem. 588( 5 

The Gemara (58a) cites the statement of R’ 
Yochanan that in R’ Yose’s view the Altar 
itself is situated within the north area (see 
below). The Gemara bolsters that statement 
with proof from tractate Tamid (2:5, 29a). 
Thus it is conceivable that the areas immedi- 
ately east and west of the Altar are also valid 
for slaughtering according to R’ Yose (see 
Gem. 20a about the validity of these areas for 
slaughtering). Nevertheless, the piece of Bib- 
lical exegesis cited here is necessary to 
validate the area atop the Altar because 
although it is technically within the north, it 
does not fulfill the criterion set by the term 
the north ‘side’ of the Altar, which is used by 
the Torah to delineate the area for slaughter- 
ing the olah (Lev. 1:11). Therefore, the 


1. If an animal were to be killed in this fashion, it would not be considered a proper shechitah 
and the carcass would be classified as neveilah (unslaughtered); see mishnah 7:3,5. 
Accordingly, its meat would be forbidden for consumption. Even in the case of a 
non-sacrificial bird, melikah would not be a valid means of slaughter and the carcass would 
be classified a neveilah. It is only in the case of the bird offering that the Torah validates, and 
indeed requires, such a slaughter, and permits (in the case of .a bird chatas) the meat for 
consumption. If a bird offering is slaughtered with a knife rather than melikah, it is invalid 


(see mishnah 7:5). 


2. The language of the mishnah suggests that one may not, initially, slaughter atop the Altar; 
only after the fact (בְּדִיעָבַד)‎ is the slaughter valid. This, however, may be a Rabbinic 
prohibition designed to preclude the possibility of the animal defecating during its slaughter, 
thereby profaning the Altar (Tos. 58a, s.v. .(קדשי‎ 
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6 eaten within the curtains, by male Kohanim, prepared in 


any manner, for a day and a night, until midnight. 


2 "The bird chatas would be offered at the southwest 
corner [of the Altar]. It was valid in any place, but 
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2. 


The mishnah now moves on to bird offerings, beginning with the bird chatas. The 
first procedure dealt with is the proper place for the melikah (the special slaughter 


procedure used for birds), which the mishna 


h will teach is performed at the southwest 


corner of the Altar. In conjunction with this, the mishnah digresses to delineate the 


other procedures done at this corner. 


The bird chatas‏ — חַטַאת הָעוף 

A bird chatas is brought by a person 
who has committed any one of the sins 
listed in Leviticus 5 (vs. 1-4), but who is 
too poor to afford the regular animal 
chatas. The bird chatas is either a 
turtledove or a young pigeon (see Lev. 
5:7-9). The bird chatas is also brought by 
a woman who has given birth [regardless 
of her financial condition] (Lev. 12:6), a 
metzora who has been healed but cannot 
afford the regular animal chatas (Lev. 
14:22), a zav and zavah (Lev. 15:14-15, 
29-30), and a nazir"! who has been 
rendered tamei by contact with a human 
corpse (Numbers 6:10-11). [These last 
three bring the bird chatas regardless of 
financial status.] 


mn — would be offered [lit,‏ נַעַשִית 
done]‏ 
[The term mys, offered, refers to the‏ 


slaughter (ie., melikah), and sprinkling 
of the blood.] 


at the south-‏ — על Wz‏ דָּרוּמִית מַעָרָבִית. 


west corner [of the Altar]. 

[Le., on the floor of the Courtyard next 
to the southwest corner of the Altar. Both 
the melikah and the application of the 
blood are performed at the southwest 
corners; the latter of necessity and the 
former as a preference (see below).] 

The requirement to apply the blood of 
the bird chatas at the southwest corner is 
derived from the following: When a 
sinner is too poor to afford even a bird 
chatas, the offering which serves in lieu 
of it [for the sins listed in Lev. 5:1-4] is a 
minchah- offering (Lev. 5:11-13). This 
establishes an analogy between the min- 
chah- and bird-chatas offerings. Now 
one of the procedures done to a minchah- 
offering before separating its kometz is 
to bring the offering near to the Altar 
[nwa]. This must be done at its south- 
west corner, as the mishnah will state 
below (s.v. .(וההגשות‎ By means of the 
analogy, therefore, we derive that at least 
one of the bird offering’s avodos which 
must be performed at the Altar must take 


include minchah-offerings in the list of offerings covered by the ruling contained in this 
verse. However, Sifra prefaces its commentary to the verse with the following statement: ‘This 
verse teaches regarding all those [offerings] which are eaten for a day...” This may have been 
the source for Rambam’s statement. 


1. The term metzora has been defined above (mishnah 5:5, s.v. מצורע‎ DWN), as has been nazir 
(ibid., s.v. .(אשם נזיר‎ A zav is a man who has experienced a spontaneous seminal discharge on 
three consecutive days (see Zavim ch. 1; and Yad Avraham comm. to Pesachim 8:5, Nazir 9:4). 
A zavah is a woman who experiences a menstrual flow on three consecutive days at any time 
during the eighth through the nineteenth days after the onset of her menstrual period (see 
comm. to Pesachim 8:5). Both the zav and zavah are rendered tamei by their condition and 
require a purification period followed by special sacrifices. 
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13, Numbers 18:9).] These offerings, 
consisting of flour (either raw or baked), 
are also subject to four avodos, and these 
correspond to the four blood avodos of 
an animal sacrifice. The avodah which 
corresponds to the slaughtering of an 
animal is the separation of the kometz 
[ie., the removal of a portion of flour by 
using the middle three fingers of the 
tight hand to scoop out flour from the 
offering; see General Introduction to 
Menachos]. The kometz is then placed in 
a sacred vessel (this corresponds to kab- 
balah, receiving the blood), conveyed to 
the Altar, and offered upon the Altar (see 
Gem. 13b). Although the avodah of 
separating the kometz corresponds to 
slaughtering, it need not be done in the 
north, since this requirement is nowhere 
mentioned in the Torah (Rav; Rambam 
Comm. ). 


ARID IN? מִן הַקָלָעִים,‎ DI? וְנְאָכָלִין‎ — 
and they are eaten within the curtains, 
by male Kohanim, 

[After the kometz is offered on the 
Altar, the remainder of the minchah- of- 
fering must be eaten within the confines 
of the Courtyard (except for a Kohen’s 
minchah-offering and certain others 
which are totally burnt upon the Altar). 
The Torah states regarding minchah- of- 
ferings (Numbers 18:10): הַקָדָשִים‎ wpa 
ְתאבְלָנוּ 131-99 יאכַל אתו‎ As most holy"! 
you shall eat it [ie., within the Court- 
yard], every male [Kohen] may eat of it 
(Rav; Rashi). 


/2>8 93a — prepared in any manner, 

[Le., there are no requirements as to 
how the remainder should be baked. One 
may, however, not prepare it in such a 
way that the flour will become chametz 
(see Lev. 6:10 with Rashi; Menachos 5:2, 
55a).] 


for a day and a‏ — לָיום )7272 Ty‏ חָצות. 
night, until midnight.‏ 

[The flour remaining after the kometz 
has been offered may be eaten only the 
remainder of that day and the night 
which follows, until midnight.] This is 
derived from an analogy drawn to the 
loaves which are brought together with 
the todah offering which, like the todah 
itself, are eaten only the day of the 
offering and the following night [see 5:6] 
(Rav; Rashi).”! 

The Gemara (36a) deduces from Biblical 
exegesis that the directive in regard to the 
todah (Lev. 7:15): 93x7 11992 DA, on the day 
of its offering it should be eaten, refers to the 
loaves as well (see also Sifra there). 

Rashi to Menachos (11b s.v. (לאחר‎ 65 
another source for this ruling. The minchah- 
offerings are compared by the Torah to the 
chatas and asham offerings: קָדָשים הוא‎ WIp 
,בַּחַטָאת וְכָאֶשֶם‎ It [the minchah- offering] is 
most holy, like the chatas offering and the 
asham offering (Lev. 6:10). Rambam 
(Comm.) says that the menachos are com- 
parable to the chatas and asham by virtue of 
their most holy status (see above, s.v. ninja). 
In his Code (Maaseh HaKorbanos 10:7) he 
says that the statement of the Torah (cited 
above) regarding the todah offering (Lev. 
7:15) includes all offerings except the she- 
lamim, bechor- and maaser- offerings.”! 


1. See Ramban and Mizrachi concerning the translation of this verse. 


2. Sfas Emes points out that the loaves are not a minchah- offering (no kometz is separated 
from them), so that the basis for this analogy needs explanation. 


3. The Gemara (36a) and Sifra (there) comment in detail upon this verse but do not explicitly 
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6 this was its place. That corner served for three things 
2 below, and three above. Below: The bird chatas, and the 
bringing near and the remainder of the blood. Above: 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Although we have learned that there is a 
requirement to sprinkle the bird chatas’ 
blood at the southwest corner, Sfas Emes 
argues that בְּדִיצָבַד‎ post facto, the offering is 
valid even if the sprinkling was not done at 
this corner, as long as the blood is sprinkled 
to the lower half of the Altar. Aruch 
HaShulchan HaAssid (77:13) concurs with 
this and demonstrates that this is stated by 
Rambam and the Gemara. 

The sources, however, are not explicit 
about the degree of latitude allowed for the 
place of sprinkling. May it be performed at 
any part of the (lower) Altar, or must it be 
done at a part of the Altar which is above the 
base? The Gemara (64b; see comm. below, 
s.v. (רשלשה‎ derives the requirement that the 
sprinkling of the bird chatas be done on the 
lower half of the Altar from the Biblical 
requirement to drain the blood to the base; 
the implication is that the sprinkling, too, 
must be done over the base. Furthermore, 
elsewhere (52a) the Gemara reasons that if 
the remainder of the blood must be spilled to 
the base, then the zerikah must surely be 
done to a part of the Altar which faces the 
base. This reasoning applies to the sprinkling 
of the bird chatas’ blood as well. 


וּשְלשָה רְבָרִים AMT‏ אותָהּ PPT‏ מְשַמָּשֶת 
That corner‏ — מִלְמַטָן, וּשְלשָה מִלְמַעֶלֶן. 


served for three things below, and three 
above. 

[Six avodos were performed at the 
southwest corner of the Altar. The Altar, 
however, was divided into upper and 
lower halves by a red line (חוט הַסִקְרָא)‎ at 
a height of five cubits (Middos 3:1). Of 
these six avodos, three had to be per- 
formed below the line, and the other 
three above.]} 


Below: The bird‏ — מִלְמַטָן nxvn‏ הָעוף, 
chatas,‏ 

[Above we learned that the sprinkling 
of the bird chatas’ blood was done at the 
southwest corner; the mishnah now 
teaches that it was done at the lower half 
of the Altar, 1.6., below the red line.] The 
Torah states concerning the bird chatas 
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(Lev. 5:9); אֶל-יסוד‎ TY? וְהַגּשְאָר בַּדֶּם‎ 
mara, and what remains of the blood 
[after the sprinkling] shall drain to the 
base of the Altar. The usage of the 
niphal (passive) form x19”, shall drain, 
indicates that no further action after the 
sprinkling is necessary to make the blood 
drain to the base. Hence it is clear that the 
sprinkling is done close to the base, ie., 
against the lower half of the Altar wall 

(Gem. 64b). 

[If the sprinkling of the blood was per- 
formed on the upper half of the Altar the 
offering is not valid (below, mishnah 7:1). 
From Rambam’s formulation of the halachah 
(Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:9) it appears that 
even if one did sprinkle the blood above the 
line he can later validate the offering by 
sprinkling some of the blood below. The 
same view emerges from Rashi (64a, s.v. »X1 
;קאמר‎ see Keren Orah to 63b and Even 
HaAzel).] 


and the bringing near‏ — וְהַהַגָּשות 

Before the kometz is separated from a 
minchah- offering, the entire offering is 
brought near the Altar in a sacred vessel 
(see Lev. 2:8). The mishnah informs us 
that it is brought specifically to the lower 
half of the southwest corner (Rav; 
Rashi). 

The Gemara (63b) derives that the 
bringing near is confined to the south- 
west corner from the Torah’s statement 
regarding the offering (Lev. 6:7): NNT) 
לְפָּנִי הי‎ OR Ia ANN DPA הַמִּנְחָה‎ NTN 
mam s-bx, This is the law of the 
minchah-offering: the sons of Aaron 
shall bring it near before HASHEM, to the 
front of the Altar. The south side of the 
Altar is considered its front because the 
ramp [בָּבָש]‎ which provides access to the 
Altar’s top is situated there (Rashi), but 
the west is considered the side that is 
before HASHEM because it is the Altar’s 
western wall which faces the Holy of 
Holies. The only part of the Altar which 
satisfies both criteria — before HASHEM 
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place at the southwest corner. The most 
important part of the bird offering’s 
offering which must be performed at the 
Altar is the sprinkling of its blood; 
therefore, the analogy is applied specifi- 
cally to this part of the avodah (Rav 
from Gem. 63b with Rashi). 

The slaughter of the bird (melikah) at 
this corner, however, cannot be derived 
from this analogy because there is no 
Scriptural indication that it must be 
performed at the Altar at all (Rashi 63b, 
s.v. ;בכל מקום‎ Tos. there, s.v. 4X). Al- 
though it too was generally done there 
(as the Mishnah will state below), this 
was due to practical considerations, but 
there is no requirement that it be done 
near the Altar (see below). 


92a‏ מָקום TW AN‏ אֶלָא MTT‏ מֶקוּמָהּ. 
It was valid in any place, but this was‏ — 
its place.‏ 

As the Gemara (63b) explains, this part 
of the mishnah must be understood as 
follows: It [the melikah of the bird] was 
valid in any place, but this [the south- 
west corner of the Altar] was its place 
for the sprinkling of its blood (Rav from 
Gem. 63b).") The blood of a bird is not 
collected in a sacred vessel but sprinkled 
directly from the neck. Therefore, the 
melikah too was performed at the corner 
of the Altar, to insure that the life-blood 
necessary to- perform the essential 
avodah of sprinkling would not be lost 
during the trip to the Altar (Ravad to 
Kinim 1:1, cited by Shitah Mekubetzes in 
the ,השמטות‎ addenda to 63b §2). These 
birds have only a small amount of blood, 
and this gives rise to the concern that the 


crucial blood will be lost even during a 
short walk from elsewhere in the Court- 
yard to the Altar (Tif. Yis.; cf. Tzon 
Kodashim and Sfas Emes). 


Taharas HaKodesh surmises from Ram- 
bam's phrasing of this halachah (Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 7:9) that he too is of the opinion 
that ideally the melikah was done at the 
southwest corner, so as not to delay the 
sprinkling of the blood unduly and risk the 
loss of the blood. See also Tosafos to Mena- 
chos 2b, s.v. ,עולת‎ However, some (Keren 
Orah to 64b, Kiryas Sefer to Maaseh HaKar- 
banos ch. 7) assert that Rambam’s phrasing 
of this halachah implies that the melikah of 
the bird had to be done at the Altar but it was 
valid when done at any part of the Altar (see 
below). 


There is some question as to what the 
mishnah means by the statement that the 
melikah is valid in any place. A baraisa cited 
by the Gemara (63b) puts it as follows: ‘If one 
performed melikah at any part of the Altar it 
is valid.’ Le., even if the melikah is done on 
the upper half of the Altar [where sprinkling 
the blood of a bird chatas is not valid], the 
melikah is valid. Rambam’s rendering of this 
halachah (Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:9) reflects 
the interpretation that the term in any place 
refers to any part of the Altar. Ravad (cited 
above) also seems to have understood the 
melikah to be valid at any part of the [top or 
side] of the Altar. However, Shitah Mekube- 
tzes cited above quotes from the commentary 
of R’ Zerachyah HaLevi (Baal HaMaor) to 
Kinim (1:1) that it was permissible to perform 
the melikah anywhere in the Courtyard. He 
explains that the 2070150 5 reference to any 
place on the Altar is not meant to exclude the 
rest of the Courtyard but to teach that it is 
valid even atop the Altar and is not invali- 
dated by reason of being done in the manner 
of a bird olah (see mishnah 7:1). 


1. Similarly, the draining out of the blood הַדֶּם)‎ "xn; see below, mishnah 4) must also be 
performed at the southwest corner of the Altar, according to the accepted view (Gem. 52a; 
Me’ilah 8b) that it is an essential part of the avodah (Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:7). 
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6 The libation of the water, and the wine, and the bird 


N 


Altar]. 


olah when there are too many on the east [side of the 


YAD AVRAHAM 


they drained onto the Altar and into a 
drain pipe leading to deep cavities be- 
neath the Altar called the pmw, shissin 
(see Succah 48a,b with Rashi).] Because 
the shissin were located below the south- 
west corner of the Altar, the silver bowls 
were placed there, and the libations 
therefore had to be poured at that corner 
(Rav; Rashi). 


7993 וְעולַת הָעוף כְּשְהִיא רַבָּה‎ — and the 
bird olah when there are too many on the 
east [side of the Altar]. 

The place designated for the blood 
avodah of the bird olah is the southeast 
corner of the Altar. The reason for this is 
the requirement that the Kohen throw 
the bird’s crop, together with the feathers 
and skin which cover it, to the ash place 
הַבְּשָן]‎ DIpn, the place used for depositing 
the small portion of ash removed each 
morning from the Altar (Wa (תְרוּמַת‎ 
see Lev. 6:3]. This ash place was located to 


the east of the ramp on the south side of 
the Altar (Lev. 1:16, see Rashi there; 
Tamid 1:4). Since the avodah of the bird 
olah needs to be performed atop the Altar 
(mishnah 5), and the corner of the Altar 
most accessible to the ash place is the 
southeast corner, it is here that the Kohen 
ideally performs the blood avodah of the 
bird olah. However, when many Ko- 
hanim were busy at the southeast corner 
with bird olah offerings, it was permissi- 
ble to perform the bird olah’s avodah at 
the southwest corner. Next to the south- 
east corner, it was the closest corner to 
the place of the ashes [see diagram] (Rav, 
Rashi from Gem. 64a)." 

According to Rashi, when the bird olah 
was offered at the southwest corner, its 
avodah was performed on top of the Altar, 
not on the ledge as is done when it is offered 
at the southeast corner. This will be ex- 
plained further in the comm. to the next 
mishnah (s.v. .(חוץ מן העולה‎ 


a) 


The following mishnah details the protocol for moving around the upper part of 
the Altar when performing the various avodos designated to be done there. The upper 
part of the Altar includes two areas — the mari aa [lit., the roof of the Altar], the 
Altar top on which the pyres were placed and the offerings burnt; and the 2310, ledge, 
which went completely around the Altar at a height of six cubits from the ground 
(and three cubits below the top of the Altar”); see diagram in General Introduction). 
The Altar top was reached by means of a large ramp (thirty-two cubits long and 
sixteen cubits wide) which extended from the floor of the Courtyard to the top of the 
Altar. This ramp was situated on the south side of the Altar, and all directions (ie., 
right and left) given in relation to the Altar are from the point of reference of one 
facing the Altar and about to ascend the ramp. From the middle of this ramp along its 
right side, a smaller ramp led off to the ledge; a Kohen needing to reach the ledge 


1. Tosafos (64a, s.v. (מפני‎ discuss the question whether it was essential that this service be done 
at a corner of the Altar. It is not clear what Tosafos’ conclusion is (see Birkas HaZevach, Tzon 
Kodashim, et al.). 


2. The Altar reached a height of ten cubits but that figure includes the Altar’s horns which 
were one cubit high. Thus, the broad stage of the Altar upon which the offerings were burnt 
— referred to throughout this commentary as the top of the Altar — was at a height of only 
nine cubits from the ground (see Gem. 54a at length). 
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זבחים ‏ וְהַיין, ְעוּלת הָעוף TW‏ רַבָּה בַּמִּזֶרֶח. 


ו/ב 


יד אברהם 


ana the front of the Altar -- is the 
southwest corner, and we must conclude 
that this is the corner meant. The specifi- 
cation that the application be made 
against the lower half of the Altar wall is 
derived from the analogy the Gemara 
(63b) draws between the bird chatas 
offering (whose avodah is restricted to 
the lower half of the wall) and the 
minchah- offering (Shitah Mekubetzes 
§4; this analogy has been noted above, 
s.v. קרן דרומית מערבית‎ Sy). 

The avodah of bringing [the offering] 
near the Altar (before kemitzah) was 
performed by the Kohen touching the 
sacred vessel containing the minchah- of- 
fering to the Altar’s corner (Sotah 2:1, 
14b). The avodah of bringing near, 
however, is not essential to the atone- 
ment (Menachos 2:3, 18a). 


OFT "2wi — and the remainder of the 
blood. 

The blood of outer 6101605 those 
whose blood is applied upon the outer 
Altar] that remains in the vessel after| the 
mandated blood applications have been 
made is spilled upon the base of the 
Altar’s southern wall, as explained in the 
previous chapter (Rav; Rashi; see 5:3). 
Since the base did not extend along most 
of the southern wall of the Altar, but 
ended just one cubit past the southwest 
corner, the blood had to be spilled at the 
southwest corner of the Altar in order to 
fulfill the requirement of being spilled on 
the southern base (Rashi 64a, s.v. 5x 
.(יסוד‎ 

The Gemara (53a) derives the require- 
ment of using the southern base by 
analogy between the inner chataos and 
outer chataos. The Torah decrees that the 
blood that remains from an inner chatas 


after its applications have been made 
inside the Sanctuary must be poured out 
on the base of the outer Altar — specifi- 
cally, that part of the base first encoun- 
tered by the Kohen Gadol when he 
emerges from the Sanctuary. The side of 
the outer Altar which faces the entrance 
to the Sanctuary is the western side (see 
diagram in General Introduction); there- 
fore, the remaining blood of an inner 
chatas must be poured on the Altar’s 
western base (see 5:1,2). By analogy, we 
learn that the same relative position 
applies to the blood of outer chataos — 
their remaining blood should be spilled 
on the section of the base closest to the 
Kohen when he descends the ramp after 
the application of their blood to the horns 
of the Altar. Since the ramp is on the 
south of the Altar, he must spill the 
remainder of the blood on the southern 
base. 


Above: The liba-‏ — מִלְמַעָלֶן: 7303 הַמַּיִם, 
tion of the water,‏ 

On the Succos festival, a water libation 
was poured upon the Altar (Rav) [to- 
gether with the usual wine libation 
which accompanied the daily tamid of- 
fering (see Succah 4:9)]. This was poured 
at the top of the southwest corner of the 
Altar (see below). 


and the wine,‏ — וְהַיין, 

[All animal olah and shelamim offer- 
ings were accompanied by wine libations 
(see Numbers 15:1-16).] The daily tamid 
offering, being an olah, was also accom- 
panied by a libation (Rav; see Numbers 
28:7-8). Both the wine and water libations 
were performed on top of the Altar. The 
libations were spilled into silver cups 
cemented to the Altar’s roof from where 


1. Rashi and Rav single out the outer chataos for mention, but this is curious. Was not the 
blood of all outer offerings poured upon the southern base? Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 
7:10) in his formulation of this mishnah includes other offerings as well (see also Tif. Yis. here). 
There are, however, opinions that differentiate between the requirements to pour out the 
remaining blood in the case of a chatas and the requirement to do so for other offerings. This 
issue has been discussed at great length in the comm. to the end of mishnah 5:4. 
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6 3. All who ascend the Altar ascend toward the right, 

3 go around [the Altar], and descend toward the 
left; except for one who ascends for these three things, 
who would ascend, and retrace their steps. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


ramp to the /edge [2210] on its east side, as 
stated in the Gemara (62b), there was none 
leading from the west side of the ledge back 
to the main ramp. Thus, when a bird olah 
was offered at the southeast corner of the 
ledge (its primary place of offering; see 
comm. to mishnah 2, s.v. ,(ועולת העוף‎ the 
Kohen did not circle the Altar after complet- 
ing the avodah, since he had no way of 
leaving the ledge at its western terminus in 
any case. Rather, he would return the way he 
had come. Indeed, according to this view, 
when a Kohen completed applying the blood 
of a chatas to the horns of the Altar, he had 
to retrace his steps completely around the 
Altar to reach the only ramp connecting the 
ledge to the main ramp. However, Tosafos 
(64a, s.v. (יותר‎ maintain that there was a 
second small ramp at the western end of the 
ledge as well. According to this opinion, a 
Kohen performing an avodah on the ledge 
must also make a complete circuit around the 
Altar and exit the ledge from the west. 


yn yim — except‏ הָעוּלָה OMIT Www)‏ אלו 
for one who ascends for these three‏ 
things,‏ 

The exceptions to the previous rule are 
those who ascend the Altar to perform 
any of the three avodos listed in mishnah 
2. as being done on the upper southwest 
corner of the Altar — viz., the water and 
wine libations, and the offering of the 
bird olah when there was congestion at 
the southeast corner (Rav; Rashi). 


yaw — who would ascend,‏ עולִים, 
[Those performing these three avodos‏ 
would ascend and go directly to the‏ 
southwest corner without circling the‏ 
Altar.] Upon reaching the proper level of‏ 
the Altar, they would immediately turn‏ 
left [west], disregarding the general rule‏ 
to turn right. The Gemara (64a) explains‏ 
that if the Kohen were to follow the usual‏ 
procedure and circle the Altar, the water‏ 
or wine he is carrying (in the case of the‏ 
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libations) might become disqualified by 
absorbing smoke from the fire burning 
on the Altar. Similarly, were he to 
circumambulate the Altar holding the 
bird offering, it might choke on the 
smoke and die before he could reach the 
southwest corner and slaughter it (Rav; 
Rashi). 

As noted above, it is Rashi’s opinion that 
there was no secondary ramp connecting the 
main ramp and the western part of the ledge. 
Thus, when the mishnah rules that the 
Kohen carrying the bird turned left from the 
ramp, it cannot mean to the ledge, but must 
mean that the Kohen walked to the top of the 
ramp and turned left onto the Altar top. 
Accordingly, Rashi (64a, s.v. (צבר‎ asserts that 
when the offering of the bird olah had to be 
done at the southwest corner, the Kohen did 
not perform the offering standing upon the 
ledge as he did when the offering was made 
at the southeast corner (see mishnah 5), but 
upon the Altar’s top. Tosafos (64a, s.v. ,(יותר‎ 
however, disagree and maintain that even 
when he performed the offering at the 
southwest corner, the Kohen stood upon the 
ledge. Tosafos therefore postulate that there 
must have been another small ramp leading 
off the main ramp to the western part of the 
ledge [in addition to the small ramp leading 
from the main ramp to the eastern part of the 
ledge, mentioned in the Gem. 62b]. 


.apy? וְחוזְרִים‎ — and retrace their steps 
{lit., return on their heel ]. 

[When his task at the southwest corner 
was finished, the Kohen did not circle the 
Altar, since if he did so he would be 
going to the left. Instead he turned and 
returned directly to the ramp the way he 
had come.] 

The above is the explanation given by 
Rashi (Succah 48b, s.v. ;ומקיפין‎ cited by Tos. 
Yom Tov here). Tosafos (63b, s.v. (ויורדין‎ 
explain that there was a positive reason for 
retracing their steps, since in doing so the 
Kohen would be turning to the right. 


Chapter Six: Kodshei Kodashim 


זבחים | [ג] בָּל הָעולִים לְמִזְבְּחַ עולין 777 yn?‏ 


וּמַקִיפין APTN‏ שמאל; yin‏ מן 


ו/ג 


הָעולָה לְשֶלשָה דְבָרִים row vox‏ עולים, 


py? וְחוּזְרִים‎ 


יד אברהם 


PH? WT כָּל הָעולִים לְמִזְבָּחַ עולין‎ — All 
who ascend the Altar ascend toward the 
right, 

Le., upon reaching the top of the Altar, 
a Kohen turns to the right [to continue 
around, not. left] (Rambam Comm.; 
Rashi to Succah 48b). 

[Since the ramp was on the south side of 
the Altar, the ascending Kohen faced north, 
so that the east lay to his right. In accord with 
this, the mishnah stated earlier (5:3) that the 
first corner reached by a Kohen is the 
southeast corner.] 

Alternatively, since a Kohen must turn 
to the right when reaching the top of the 
Altar, he would ascend upon the right 
side of the sixteen-cubit-wide ramp (Tif. 
Yis.; see also Rav and Rashi s.v. (ומקיפין‎ 
[Indeed, the Mishnah (Yoma 4:5) states 
that the Kohanim did ascend the ramp 
on its east (right) side.] 

The Gemara (62b) states that as a rule, 
whenever one must turn, he should turn to 
the right, and adduces Biblical proofs for this. 
In Yoma (45a) the Gemara explains that this 
ruling is the basis for the statement of the 
mishnah. 


go around‏ — וּמַקִיפִין WII PTI)‏ שמאל; 
[the Altar], and descend toward the left;‏ 
[The top of the Altar measured‏ 


twenty-eight cubits by twenty-eight cu- 
bits (Middos 3:1), and so large an area is 
obviously not within arm’s reach of the 
top of the ramp.] In order to perform the 
various activities which need to be done 
on top of the Altar, the Kohen, after 
ascending the ramp and turning to his 
right, goes around the edge of the Altar 
[to the spot at which he must perform his 
task]. Thus, when applying the blood of 
a chatas to the four horns of the Altar 
(which is done from the ְסוּבָב‎ ledge of 
the Altar), or when arranging the wood 
of the pyres, or when turning the sacrifi- 
cial parts on the pyre so that they burn 
better (which are done from on top of the 
Altar), the Kohen proceeds from the top 
of the ramp towards his right and 
continues around the Altar in that direc- 
tion to reach his destination (Rav; 
Rashi). After completing his task, he 
then continues around the Altar until he 
arrives back at the ramp, this time at its 
west, or left side [when viewed from the 
bottom of the ramp; see diagram in 
General Introduction]. He therefore de- 
scends along the left side of the ramp™ 
(Rav; Rashi; see also Yoma 4:5). 

Rashi (64a, s.v. (דבר‎ asserts that although 
there was a small ramp leading off the major 


ascended the main ramp and then walked across the small ramp to the ledge. [The 
ledge was used by a Kohen applying the blood of a chatas to the Altar’s horns and for 
offering the bird olah.]} 


1. Rav and Rashi seem to imply that when one performed an avodah at the southeast corner 
(of the Altar roof) it was not necessary to circle the Altar to return to the ramp. In their view 
the mishnah merely says that when one proceeds to any part of the Altar for avodah purposes, 
he must move continuously to the right. Once the avodah has been accomplished, however, he 
can turn around and descend in the direction from which he came [If this is shorter]. However, 
if the avodah necessitated that one make a circuit of the Altar top, he would descend on the 
left. Rashash points out that Rashi implies the same idea in Yoma (43b). However, he rejects 
this interpretation and asserts that Rashi’s comments here are inexact. He concludes that one 
must circle the entire Altar even if one’s business was already accomplished at the southeast 
corner. This is clearly also Tosafos’ (63b, s.v. (ויורדין‎ view. 
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ow was the [service] of the bird chatas per- 


4 “formed? He would perform melikah on its head 
opposite the back of the skull, without separating; and 
he would sprinkle its blood upon the wall of the Altar. 
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continues piercing until he cuts through 
most of either the esophagus or windpipe 
(Chullin 21a; Rambam, Maaseh HaKor- 
banos 7:6, 6:23). 

The Gemara (64b) states that this was 
one of the most difficult avodos to 
perform. However, the exact positioning 
of the fingers while grasping the bird is 
not critical and the melikah is valid even 
if the bird was held in some other fashion 
(Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:8). 

Rav follows Rambam's Comm. in explain- 
ing that the Kohen held the bird in his left 
hand (while performing melikah with his 
right hand). However, in his Code (Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 7:8), Rambam does not mention 
that the bird is held in the left hand, 
indicating that there is no requirement in 
this. [Obviously, since the piercing must be 
done with the right hand (as is the rule for all 
avodos; see mishnah 2:1), it is far more 
practical to hold the bird in the left hand.] 

However, Shitah Mekubetzes (64b, §14, 
citing Tosafos) states that holding the bird is 
itself considered a part of the avodah and 
therefore it too needs to be done with the 
right hand. Accordingly, the Kohen has to 
hold the bird in his right hand and, using the 
thumb of that hand, pierce the neck with his 
thumbnail — truly a most difficult task to 
perform! (See further, comm. to mishnah 7:5, 
s.v. [,מלק בשמאל‎ 


Ap ny מִמוּל‎ -- opposite the back of the 
skull, 

[The mishnah here adopts the termi- 
nology of the Torah which says (Lev. 
5:8) that the melikah of the bird’s neck is 
done at the point opposite the ‘oreph’ 
.(עורְף)‎ Rashi defines the oreph as the 
back of the head which slopes toward the 
neck [ie., the back of the skull], and 
opposite the oreph as the back of the 
neck (which faces the oreph). Similarly, 
Radak (Shorashim s.v. ;ערף‎ see also 


Rashi to Chullin 9b) defines oreph as that 
segment of the back which is opposite 
the face, and opposite the oreph as the 
part which is opposite the throat.] 


without separating;‏ — וְאִינו מַבְדִּיל; 

The Kohen must take care not to 
separate the bird’s head from its body 
when performing the melikah. ‘Separat- 
ing’ in this context refers not only to 
decapitating the bird completely, but in a 
legal sense, to cutting both the esophagus 
and windpipe. [When slaughtering a 
bird for non-sacrificial purposes, it is 
sufficient to cut one of the two ‘pipes’ 
(072790; i.e., either the esophagus or wind- 
pipe)! Therefore, when one cuts more 
than the single requisite ‘pipe,’ he is 
considered to have ‘separated’ (see Rashi 
to Chullin העוף.ש.218,5‎ nxvna; Mizrachi 
to Lev. 5:8(.[ Accordingly, after cutting 
through the nape of the bird’s neck and 
its spinal cord, he must be careful to cut 
just the windpipe or the esophagus, but 
not both. 

This is clearly stated by the Torah 
(Lev. 5:8) in regard to the bird chatas: 
יָבְדִּיל‎ x5) way Sian מָלָק אֶת-ראשו‎ and 
he [the Kohen] shall perform melikah on 
its head, opposite the back of its skull, 
but he shall not separate (Rav; Rashi; 
see Chullin 21a). 

If the Kohen did ‘separate’, the chatas 
offering is disqualified (mishnah 6). [This 
provision is not repeated by the Torah in 
regard to the bird olah, from which it is 
deduced that the chatas differs from the olah 
in this respect. In the case of the bird olah, the 
Kohen must separate, as stated in the next 
mishnah.] 

Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:6; 
see also his Comm. to mishnah 5) inter- 
prets the injunction against separating 
literally — one may not separate the head 


1. In the case of an animal, the majority of both ‘pipes’ must be cut during the slaughter in 


order to qualify as shechitah. 
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נד] TINUE‏ הָעוף, כִּיצַד הָיָתָה נעָשית? הָיָה 
מולק Dian AWK nx‏ עָרְפָּהּ, 
וְאִינו מַבְדִּיל; MT AYA‏ עַל קיר הַמִּזְבָּחַ. שַיָרִי 


זבחים 
ו/ד 


יד אברהם 


4. 


The mishnah now details the procedure for offering the bird chatas. [This 
description was begun in mishnah 2, but after noting that the offering is made at the 
southwest corner of the Altar, the mishnah digressed to list all the other offerings 
made at that corner and the protocol for reaching the Altar top. The mishnah now 
resumes its previous topic.] 


How‏ — חַטַָאת הָעוף, כִּיצַד TMT‏ נַעָשִית? 
was the [service] of the bird chatas‏ 
performed?‏ 


64b; cf. Rav, Rashi).”! In this position, 
the Kohen then pierces the back of the 
bird’s neck with his right thumbnail, 


[Ie what is the procedure for its 


cutting through the nape and spinal 
offering?] 


cord, but taking care not to cut through 


. . , ₪3[ 
הָיָה מולק אֶת ראשָהּ‎ — He would perform the majority of the neck’s flesh!) He 


melikah on its head 

[As explained in the introduction to 
this chapter, bird offerings are not 
slaughtered with a knife as are animal 
offerings, but are pierced through the 
back of their necks with the right 
thumbnail of the Kohen. This type of 
bird slaughter is known as ,מְלִיקָה‎ me- 
likah.™] 

The Kohen holds the bird on the back 
of his left hand [with its belly to the back 
of his hand]. He grasps its two legs 
between his ring finger and pinky, and 
the two wings between the middle and 
index fingers. The neck of the bird is 
then drawn between the index finger 
and thumb, and draped over the palm 
side of the index and middle fingers. In 
this position, the bird’s throat is facing 
down and its nape is facing up (Ram- 
bam Comm. from baraisa cited in Gem. 





Melikah, according to Rambam 


1. Melikah is performed and is valid only for bird offerings. Ordinary birds slaughtered for 
food are slaughtered with a knife from the front of the neck, like animals. If melikah is used 
to kill them, they are not kosher. 


2..Rav’s description inexplicably omits some of the details provided by the Gemara, as 
observed by Tosafos Chadashim. 


3. The reason for this is that the bird must be considered legally alive when the esophagus or 
windpipe is cut. Cutting them when the bird is already legally dead would not be considered 
melikah. A bird is considered dead once its nape and spinal cord have been broken and most 
of the flesh of its neck has been severed (Gem. Chullin 20b-21a). The statement in Rav that the 
Kohen should cut most of the flesh is obviously a scribal error, as pointed out by Tos. Yom Tov. 
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6 The remainder of the blood would drain upon the base. 
5 The Altar receives only its blood, while all of it goes to 


the Kohanim. 


5 How was the bird olah offered? He ascended the 
ramp, turned to the surrounding ledge, [and] 
arrived at the southeast corner. He would perform 


YAD AVRAHAM 


5 


The procedure of the bird olah’s offering differs from that of the bird chatas in 
several fundamental respects, which the mishnah will now outline. To help make 
these differences easier to assimilate, a chart of the essential differences is included at 


the end of mishnah 6. 


How was‏ — עולת הָעוף, כִּיצַד הָיִתָה נעָשִית? 
the bird olah offered?‏ 

[A bird olah may be brought voluntar- 
ily (Lev. 1:14-17), or 85 8 result of an 
obligation. Such an obligation is incurred 
by a woman who has given birth, a 
metzora who has been healed (Lev. 
14:22), a zav and a zavah (Lev. 15:14-15, 
29-30) — all of whom are too poor to 
afford the animal olah normally brought 
for these obligations (Lev. 12:8). (This is 
in addition to their chatas offerings; see 
6:2.) It is also the required offering of an 
indigent who has transgressed any of the 
sins listed in Leviticus 5:1-4 (see v. 7).] 


wpa עָלָה‎ — He ascended the ramp, 

In contrast to the offering of the bird 
chatas, which was performed at the 
lower half of the Altar, the bird olah is 
offered on the upper part of the Altar. 
Thus, before performing melikah, the 
Kohen had to ascend the ramp to reach 
the ledge (see below). Bird offerings differ 
radically in this regard from animal 
offerings. In the case of animal offerings 
the reverse is true — chatas offerings 
have their blood sprinkled at the top of 
the Altar, while olah offerings have their 
blood thrown to the lower half (Rav). 

The Gemara (65a) derives the require- 
ment to perform the melikah of a bird 
olah on the upper half of the Altar from 
the juxtaposition of the avodah of me- 
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likah with the offering’s burning upon 
the Altar (Lev. 1:15). Just as the burning 
of the olah is done on top of the Altar, so 
too the melikah must be done there. In 
regard to the draining of the blood there 
is an even more indicative juxtaposition. 
The Torah places the draining of the 
blood last in a sequence of melikah, 
burning, and draining. Since the blood 
must obviously be drained before the 
bird is burnt, the Gemara understands 
the purpose of the inverted sequence to 
teach that the draining is analogous to 
the burning — both must be done on top 
of the Altar. 

It is not clear, however, whether it is 
essential that the melikah be done on the 
upper level of the Altar and that performing 
it elsewhere would disqualify the offering. 
Sfas Emes (to 65a) assumes that it is essential. 
Keren Orah (there), however, considers the 
possibility that the place where the melikah 
is done is not essential; the rule that it be done 
at the top of the Altar merely reflects the 
physical necessity that the melikah take 
place near the place where its blood will be 
applied. 


turned to the surrounding‏ — 7351 לְסוּבָב, 
ledge,‏ 

[Le., the ledge which went around the 
Altar; see above, mishnah 5:3, s.v. 753.] 


[and]‏ — בָּא לו mint mp?‏ מִזְרְחִית. 
arrived at the southeast corner.‏ 
[This is the first corner to be reached‏ 


Chapter Six: Kodshei Kodashim 


OF‏ הָיָה מִתְמַצָה Mam? PX TOT Sy‏ אֶלָא 
דָמָהּ, וְכְלָהּ לָכּהָנִים. 


זבחים 
ו/ה 


NPY om‏ הָעוף ne ws‏ נַעָשִיתל עְלָה 
AAD? mp1 WADI‏ בָּא לו TW?‏ 


יד אברהם 


entirely from the body. It is, however, 
permissible (in Rambam’s view) to cut 
through both the esophagus and the 
windpipe as long as the head is still 
attached to the body at the end of the 
melikah service (see Lechem Mishneh ad 
loc. and Keren Orah). 


and he would sprinkle its‏ — וּמַזֶּה מִדָּמָהּ 
blood‏ 

The Kohen holds the bird in his hand 
and sprinkles the blood directly from the 
neck of the bird toward the Altar. He 
does not sprinkle the blood with his 
finger [as he does for an animal chatas] 
or throw it from a vessel [as done for 
most sacrifices] (Rav from Gem. 64b 
with Rashi). Rather, he holds the body 
of the bird and swings his arm up and 
down with force, so that the blood sprays 
onto the Altar wall (Rashi to Menachos 
2b, s.v. .(הזאה‎ 


ama קיר‎ Sy — upon the wall of the 
Altar. 

[As mentioned earlier (mishnah 2, s.v. 
(מְלְמַטֶּן‎ the blood is sprinkled to the 
lower half of the Altar; the sprinkling is 
confined to the southwest corner of the 
Altar.] 


ow Sy שִיָרִי הַדֶּם הָיָה מִתְמַצָה‎ — The 
remainder of the blood would drain upon 


the base. 

The Kohen presses the incision against 
the wall of the Altar, and the blood 
drains out of the cut and down the Altar 
wall to the base (Rav; Rashi). 

Rashi to Menachos (2b, s.v. (הזאה‎ says that 
the Kohen squeezed the veins at the incision 
so that the blood squirted to the Altar wall 
(Tos. Yom Tov). 


197 אֶלָא‎ Mama px — The Altar receives 
only its blood, 

(No part of the meat of a bird chatas is 
burnt on the Altar; the Altar receives 
nothing of the bird chatas but its blood. 
This contrasts with animal offerings, 
from which the Altar also receives for 
burning certain sacrificial parts.] 


while all of it goes to the‏ — וְבְלָהּ לִבְּהָנִים. 
Kohanim.‏ 

[All the meat of the bird chatas is 
eaten by Kohanim, in contrast to the 
meat of animal offerings which is never 
entirely eaten because parts of it are 
burnt upon the Altar.] 

The meat of the bird is eaten by male 
Kohanim according to the same rules as 
an animal chatas ]1.6., within the Court- 
yard, during that day and the night 
which follows until midnight] (Ram- 
bam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:7; see 
Tosefta 6:7, Sifrei to Numbers 18:9). 


1. The Gemara (81a) states that the blood of an animal chatas should be drained directly onto 
the base, and not to the Altar wall. However, if the blood was drained onto the Altar wall and 
from there it dripped down to the base, the mitzvah is considered fulfilled, post facto (Chazon 
Ish 12:2). Rambam's description of this service (Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:6) does not clarify this 
point in regard to the bird chatas. However, it is clear from the comments of Rashi and Rav 
cited above that the bird chatas differs in this regard from its animal counterpart. Aruch 
HaShulchan HaAssid (77:9) assumes that in Rambam’s view too the draining was done by 
pressing the incision to the Altar wall and letting the blood drain down the wall to the base. 
See also mishnah 5 (s.v. (וממצה‎ for an exposition of the views of Rashash and Aruch 


HaShulchan. 
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6 melikah on its head opposite the back of its skull, and 
5 separate, and drain its blood upon the Altar wall. He 
would [then] take the head and bring its incision up 
against the Altar, saturate it with salt, and throw it upon 
the fires. He would [then] come to the body and remove 


YAD AVRAHAM 


It is regarding this blood that the Torah 
states that it must drain [by itself] to the base, 
i.e., the blood must be thrown to the bottom 
half of the Altar where it can drain down the 
wall to the base. A close reading of Rashi 
(64b, s.v. (מי כתיב ימצה‎ supports Rashash’s 
view (cf. Tos. 65a, .(דמן .צ.5‎ 

Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid (77:1,9) sees 
this in a slightly different way: For a chatas 
one need not press the incision to the Altar 
wall in order to actively drain the blood; it is 
sufficient merely to bring the incision up 
against the wall and let the wound drain 
itself (see also Even HaAzel, Hil. Bias HaMik- 
dash 9:3, Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:7). 

According to both interpretations it is clear 
that the mishnah cannot use the transitive 
form for the bird chatas’ draining. In regard 
to the bird olah, however, since there is no 
sprinkling there is no question that the bird 
must be brought close to the Altar in order to 
perform the avodah of draining, which in 
this instance is analogous to the zerikah in 
other offerings. According to Aruch 
HaShulchan, it is this analogy which requires 
that the draining be done in a manner in 
which the Kohen is an active partner in 
placing the blood on the Altar, hence he must 
press the bird to the Altar wall”! Thus the 
mishnah has no choice but to use the 
transitive form וּמְמַצֶה‎ and drains, since it is 
only this term which truly describes the 
blood avodah of the olah. 


Mana’ וְהקיף בִּית מְלִיקָתו‎ WRI אֶת‎ 20) — 
He would [then] take the head and bring 
its incision [lit., the place of its melikah] 

up against the Altar, 

He pressed the incision to the Altar 
wall to drain the blood in the head (Rav; 
Rashi). The verse which speaks about 
draining says: ... and its blood shall be 
drained ...; the stress implied by the 
pronoun its teaches that the blood of the 


entire bird should be drained, even that 
of the head (Gem. 65a). 

By contrast, the mishnah does not mention 
this facet of the service in regard to the 
offering of the chatas, implying that this was 
not necessary for the chatas. By implication, 
therefore, we can conclude that there is no 
necessity to drain all the blood of a bird 
chatas (Tosafos 65a, s.v. 1913 107; cf. Rashash 
cited above, s.v. .(וממצה‎ Rashash notes that 
even in regard to the olah the mishnah states 
the procedure of pressing only for the head 
of the bird, not its body. Rashash concludes 
that there is indeed no such requirement for 
the body, since its blood can be expected to 
drain well without the extra impetus. 


M22 115931 — saturate it with salt, 
[It is imperative to salt anything that is 
to be burnt upon the Altar (see Lev. 2:3).] 


WRT 2a גּזְרָקו עַל‎ - and throw it upon 
the fires. 

{He throws the bird’s head onto the 
Altar fire. Besides the practical reason for 
this (the Kohen at this point stood on the 
ledge and could not simply walk over to 
the pyre to put the head there), perhaps 
there was a halachic necessity to do so as 
well. In regard to animal offerings, it is 
mandatory to throw the limbs upon the 
pyre (see Gem. 62b, 104a). It may be that 
this provision was general to both animal 
and bird offerings (cf. Minchas Chinuch 
toward the end of mitzvah 115).] 

Chazon Ish (17:7), however, asserts that it 
would be unbecoming for the Kohen to toss 
the head from the ledge where he stood to the 
pyre on top of the Altar. Instead, he main- 
tains that the Kohen had to return to the 
ramp, ascend to the top of the Altar, toss the 
head onto the pyre, and then return to the 
ramp to prepare the body of the bird. This 
explains why the mishnah says below לו‎ x3 


1. In mishnah 4 (s.v. (שירי הדם‎ we quoted Rashi from Menachos 2b as stating the avodah of 
“x19, draining, entails that the blood be squirted from the incision. From what has been written 
here it is clear that Rashi must refer only to the olah and not to the chatas. 
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ְּרוּמִית מִזְרְחִית. הָיָה pov‏ אֶת AW‏ ממוּל 
ADI‏ וּמַבְדִּיל, וּמְמַצֶה אֶת MT‏ עַל קיר Taya‏ 


זבחים 
ו/ה 


נְטֶל אֶת Inn Na PPT WRIT‏ לַמִּזְבָּחַ, וּסְפָגו 
בְמָלַח, וּזֶרְקו Ka. WRT Aa Sy‏ לו POT) a?‏ 


:ד אברהם 


after turning right at the top of the ramp, 
and it is the preferred spot for the bird 
olah’s offering, as stated earlier (see 
comm. to mishnah 2, s.v. ndiy)).] 


He‏ — הָיָה poin‏ אֶת ראשָהּ Fan‏ עָרְפָהּ, 
would perform melikah on its head‏ 
opposite the back of its skull,‏ 

]1.6., at the back of the neck; see above 
mishnah 4.] Although the Torah does 
not specify for the olah offering that the 
place for its melikah is opposite the back 
of the skull, this is derived by analogy 
from the bird chatas (Gem. 65a). 


Sram — and separate, 

16 he must cut both the esophagus 
and the windpipe. [If he did not cut both, 
the offering is invalid (mishnah 6).] This 
contrasts with the bird chatas, regarding 
which the Torah says (Lev. 5:8): xd) 
5x22, he shall not separate (see previous 
mishnah). The implication of that verse is 
that only the chatas may not be sepa- 
rated, but that the olah should be (Rav; 
Rambam Comm.).™ 

We have previously noted (comm. to 
mishnah 4, s.v. (ואינו מבדיל‎ that it is Ram- 
bam's view that the injunction against sepa- 
rating the head of the bird chatas refers to 
severing the head from the body. It follows 
that in his view the obligation to separate the 
head of the bird olah is interpreted in a like 
manner — that the Kohen must completely 
sever the head of the bird from the body as 
part of the melikah (Keren Orah; see Lechem 
Mishneh to Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:6 and 
Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid 77:2). 


and‏ — וּמְמַצֶה אֶת Sy mg]‏ קִיר הַמִזְבָּחַ. 
drain its blood upon the Altar wall.‏ 

{In contrast to the bird chatas, for 
which the Torah requires sprinkling and 
draining (Lev. 5:9; see previous mish- 
nah), the Torah makes no such require- 
ment in regard to the bird olah, mention- 
ing merely draining (Lev. 1:15): ny וְנְמִצָה‎ 
mayan קיר‎ Sy, its blood shall be drained 
upon 0 wall of the Altar (Tos. Yom 
Tov). [The procedure for draining has 
been described above in mishnah 4, s.v. 
DT [שיָרִי‎ 

The Gemara (65a) derives from Bibli- 
cal exegesis that the olah’s draining is 
performed on the upper half of the Altar. 
Thus there is no obligation to drain the 
blood to the Altar’s base as there is with 
the bird chatas (Lev. 5:9, mishnah 4). 

Mishnah 4 uses the intransitive form of 
the verb — מִתְמַצָה‎ it is drained, while this 
mishnah uses the transitive form — ,מְמַצָה‎ he 
drains. There may be significance to this 
seemingly innocuous change in language. 
The Gemara (64b) notes that in regard to the 
bird chatas the Torah (Lev. 5:9) says: ... and 
what remains of the blood shall be drained 
[יִמִָצֶה]‎ to the base of the Altar. The Gemara 
concludes from this that the blood should 
automatically drain to the base. Rashash 
takes this to mean that, in contrast to the bird 
olah, the bird chatas need not be brought to 
the Altar wall to drain its blood. The term 
remainder in regard to chatas refers merely 
to the part of the blood which has been 
sprinkled upon the Altar and has not ad- 
hered to and been absorbed by the Altar wall. 


1. Obviously, the inference as presented does not establish an absolute obligation to separate 
the head from the body. At most it can be used to infer that one may separate. (See also Tos. 
Yom Tov who objects on other grounds.) It may perhaps not be farfetched to suggest that 
Rambam relies on the exegesis presented by the Gemara (Chullin 21b) from the verse (Lev. 
1:15): ,וְהקריבו‎ And he shall offer it [i.e., the bird chatas]. The pronoun it is superfluous and 
provides a hint that the offering process of the chatas differs in some respect from that of the 
other bird offering. Other proofs for the obligation to separate a bird olah may be found in 
Chullin (ibid.) and the Gemara here. 
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oO אס‎ 


the crop, and the feathers and entrails which were 
attached to it, and throw them to the place of the ashes. 


He would rend but not separate [it]; however, if he 
separated [it], it is valid. He would [then] saturate it with 
salt and throw it upon the fires. 


6. | Tf] he did not remove the crop, or the feathers, or 
the entrails which are attached to it, or he did not 
saturate it with salt — any deviation which he makes 


YAD AVRAHAM 


bird] with its wings [i.e., without remov- 
ing the feathers; see Rashi there] without 
separating. The body of the bird is 
perforated by hand along the spine 
taking care not to separate the bird into 
two parts (Rashi to Lev. 1:17). Ramban 
translates the verse as follows: He shall 
rend it at its wings ... [ie., at the part 
between the wings, or near the spine]. 

The implication of this verse is that it is 
forbidden to separate the bird completely. 
However, Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 
6:22) formulates this as follows: He rends... 
but he need not separate... Rambam himself 
elaborates on this in his discussion of the 
concepts which underly his count of the 
mitzvos (Sefer HaMitzvos, Shoresh 8), point- 
ing out that the mishnah (below) validates 
the offering even if it was separated. Hala- 
chos Gedolos and Yereim, though, count לא‎ 
59331, he shall not separate [the bird olah], as 
a negative command.” 


[The non-separation spoken of here 


nya אֶת‎ xd) ANT לא אֶת‎ VOT לא‎ 
עַמָּהּ, )5 סְפָגו‎ PRYT אֶת בָּנִי מַעַיִם‎ NI) 
- nobna — [If] he did not remove the 
crop, or the feathers, or the entrails 
which are attached to it, or he did not 
saturate it with salt — 


refers to the body of the bird and should 
not be confused with the required separa- 
tion of the bird olah’s head from its 
body.] 


ox} — however, if he sepa-‏ הַבְדִּיל, כָּשָר. 
rated [it], it is valid.‏ 

[If the Kohen tears the body of the bird 
in two, the offering is nonetheless valid.] 
Sifra (to Lev. 1:17) deduces this from 
Biblical exegesis (see Malbim there). 

Actually, the offering is valid even if 
the offering was not rent at all (see 
Tosefta 7:3 as emended by Minchas 
Bikkurim). This is because of the rule set 
down in the next mishnah, that any 
deviation which he makes after he 
drains its blood leaves the offering valid. 


wa 72a Sy PIN בְמֶלַח‎ 1901 — He 
would [then] saturate it with salt and 
throw it upon the fires. 

[See above s.v. [,וזרקו‎ 


6. 


[Le., he failed to perform one or more 
of the activities described in the previous 
mishnah for preparing the bird olah for 
burning on the Altar.] The same ruling 
would apply if he did not salt the bird at 
all (Mordechai to Chullin §720; cited by 


1. One cannot, however, conclude from this that all those authorities who do not count this as 
a negative command agree with Rambam that it is not forbidden. R’ Yerucham Fishel Perla 
(Sefer HaMitzvos of R’ Saadia Gaon, v. 2, pp. 449-50) posits that the mitzvah of rending may 
be conditional upon the non-separation of the parts — i.e., if one separates he has not fulfilled 
the mitzvah of rending. Accordingly, even those who do not consider this to be a negative 
command might agree that it is nevertheless forbidden to separate — so as not to void the 


mitzvah of rending. 
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אֶת הַמֶּרְאָה, וְאֶת TY‏ וְאֶת 2 OY‏ הַיוצָאִים 
aay‏ וְהַשָלִיבָן yow wid mad‏ וְלא הַבְבִּיל; 


זבהיטם 
ו/ו 


"2a עַל‎ IPI בְמֶלַח‎ wo AWD הַבְדִּיל,‎ oN 


WRT 


nx xd) aed לא הָסִיר לא אֶת‎ oy 
הַיוּצְאִין‎ DYN a אֶת‎ NI) הַנוצָה,‎ 
ION כָּל שָשַנָּה בָהּ‎ - n2na app ולא‎ may 


:ד אברהט 


maz, he would then come to the body, 
implying that he was not at that moment at 
the site of the body. 


- בָּא לו לגוף וְהַסִיר אֶת הַמַרְאָה, וְאֶת הַנוצָה 
He would [then] come to the body and‏ 
remove the crop, and the feathers‏ 

He would cut a window-like aperture 
in the front of the bird’s neck, and 
remove the skin and feathers which 
cover the crop along with the crop (Rav; 
Rambam Comm.). 


and entrails‏ — וְאֶת 33 OY‏ הַיוצְאִים עָמָּהּ, 
which were attached to it [lit., will come‏ 
out with it],‏ 

The Torah says (Lev. 1:16): nx Yo) 
... ANYia inxqw, He shall remove its 
crop with its feathers. Targum Onkelos 
and the Tanna Kamma of a baraisa cited 
in the Gemara (and Sifra) take this to 
mean the crop. [The term 1) is applied 
to the crop in Mishnaic terminology, 
based on this verse.] However, the literal 
meaning of this term is digested food (or 
excrement), i.e., the Kohen shall remove 
the organ which contains the digested 
food — the crop. Abba Yosef ben 
Chanan (in the cited baraisa) asserts that 
the stomach too is included in this term 
because it too contains digested food. 
Abba Yose’s view is the basis for the 
ruling presented here, viz., that the en- 
trails too are removed. In this view, not 
only the crop, but all of the organs which 


contain digested food, must be removed 
(Rambam to Lev. 1:16; cf. Rashi, 
Mizrachi et al., Korban Aharon there). 


WII M39 וְהשֶלִיכָן‎ — and throw them to 
the place of the ashes. 

[The Torah states (Lev. 1:16): וְהַשָלִיך‎ 
WWI קְדְמָה אֶלדמְקוּם‎ Maya אַצָל‎ ADK, and 
he shall throw it [the crop] near the Altar 
toward the east, to the place of the ashes. 
This was a spot near the southern wall of 
the Altar to which a token quantity of 
ashes was removed from the Altar each 
day [jw [תַרוּמַת‎ (see Lev. 6:3). The site 
was ten cubits north of the bottom of the 
ramp (or a little more than twenty cubits 
south of the Altar’s wall), and half a cubit 
to the east of the ramp (Tamid 14( 
Thus the Kohen, who was standing on 
the ledge at the southeast corner of the 
Altar (see above), had to throw the crop 
more than twenty cubits, a prodigious 
feat considering the lightness of the 
object thrown. When the offering of the 
olah was done at the southwest corner 
(see mishnah 2), the Kohen had to throw 
it more than thirty cubits. This is a 
testimonial to the strength of the Ko- 
hanim (Gem. 64a). 


yow — He would rend but not‏ ולא הַבְדִּיל; 
separate [it];‏ 

The Torah instructs the Kohen at this 
point in the offering (Lev. 1:17): yow) 
37122 ,אתו בְכְנָפִיו לא‎ he shall rend it [the 


1. See also comm. to mishnah 5:2 s.v. ,בבית הדשן‎ and 12:5 s.v. .נשרפין בבית הדשן‎ 
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Oo Ov 


after he drains its blood, [leaves] it valid. 
[If] he separated the [bird] chatas, or did not separate 


the [bird] olah — he has invalidated [it]. [If] he drained 
the blood of the head but did not drain the blood of the 
body, it is invalid; [but if] he drained the blood of the 
body but did not drain the blood of the head, it is valid. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Gem. 29a, 7b). Consequently, that which 
follows the blood throwing or draining (in 
the case of a bird offering) can no longer 
invalidate the offering. ] 


San — [If] he separated the‏ בַּחַטָאת, 
[bird] chatas,‏ 

Le., he separated the head of a bird 
chatas by cutting through both the 
windpipe and esophagus (Rav; Rashi) 
[or according to Rambam, by completely 
severing its head, as explained in mish- 
nah 4, s.v. [ואינו מבדיל‎ 


- mdiva הַבְדִּיל‎ x5) — or did not separate 
the [bird] olah — 

[I.e., he did not fulfill the requirement 
of the bird olah to separate both its 


esophagus and windpipe during the me- | 


likah, as explained in mishnah 5. Accord- 
ing to Rambam, this would mean that he 
failed to sever the head completely.] 


509 — he has invalidated [it]. 

[Since these particulars pertain to the 
melikah and therefore occur before the 
draining of the blood, they are essential. ] 


— מִצָה DI‏ הָראש וְלא מִצָה DT‏ הַגּוּף, פְּסוּלָה; 
[If] he drained the blood of the head but‏ 
did not drain the blood of the body, it is‏ 
invalid;‏ 
[As learned in mishnah 5, the blood of‏ 


a bird olah is drained from both the head 
and body of the bird. Draining the blood 
from just the head without also draining 
the body is not sufficient to validate the 
offering.] 


— מִצֶה DT‏ הַגוּף XD)‏ מִצֶָה OF‏ הָראש, כְּשָרָה. 
[but if] he drained the blood of the body‏ 
but did not drain the blood of the head, it‏ 
is valid.‏ 

The Gemara (66a) adduces Biblical 
proof that some aspects of the draining 
are essential but not all. The Gemara 
concludes that it is logical to assume that 
the part which is essential is draining the 
body’s blood, since this is where the 
preponderance of the bird’s blood is to be 
found. 

In the case of a bird chatas there is no 
requirement to drain the head of its blood, as 
noted in the comm. to mishnah 5 (s.v. נטל את‎ 
.(הראש‎ Furthermore, there is a difference of 
opinion whether draining the blood of a bird 
chatas is an essential avodah at all (see Gem. 
65b). The Gem. 52b gives this as a dispute of 
Tannaim; see also Me’ilah 8b where this is 
also a dispute of Amoraim. [The main blood 
application of a bird chatas is ,הַזְאָה‎ sprin- 
kling; draining is only for the remainder.]} 
Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:7) rules, 
however, that it is essential and that its 
omission invalidates the offering. 


A: 


After describing in detail the sacrificial procedures of the two bird offerings, this 
mishnah proceeds to define the laws governing improper intents as they apply to 
these offerings. In regard to animal offerings, we learned that improper intents 
disqualify an offering only when they occur during one of the four blood avodos — * 
slaughtering, receiving the. blood, conveying it to the Altar, and throwing or 
sprinkling the blood on the Altar (see 2:3). In regard to bird offerings, however, there 
is no reception of blood — the blood is sprinkled and drained directly from the 
incision in the bird’s neck to the Altar. Consequently, there is also no avodah of 
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ATW? אֶת דָּמָהּ,‎ YAW 
208 - בָּעולָה‎ Svan בָּחֶטָאת, ולא‎ ban 


זבחים 
VW‏ 


myn דם הַגוּף, ְּסוּלֶה;‎ ayn הָראש ולא‎ OF mn 
TW? WN OF מִצֶה‎ ND) הַגוּף‎ OF 


יד אברהם 


Minchas Bikkurim to 1056118 7:3). 


mwy 5D‏ בָּהּ TARY‏ שָמִצָה NN‏ דָּמָהּ, כְּשָרָה. 
any deviation which he makes after‏ — 
he drains its blood, [leaves] it valid.‏ 
[Once the blood of the bird offering‏ 
has been drained upon the Altar, devia-‏ 
tions from the sacrificial procedure do‏ 
not invalidate it. Since all the procedures‏ 
mentioned here are those performed after‏ 


55 Bird Offerings 


PLACE OF MELIKAH 


Either windpipe or 


‘esophagus; ** 
may not separate. 


PLACE OF BLOOD 
APPLICATION 


TYPE OF BLOOD | 
APPLICATION 2 


DISPOSITION 


OF BIRD Kohanim 


Se see comm. to ו‎ + 


Floor of the courtyard, at 
southwest corner of Altar; 
valid anywhere on Altar.* 


Lower part of the Altar, 
southwest corner. 


nxn, sprinkling 
nd . 


293879, draining 


Eaten in its entirety by 


the draining of the blood, their omission 
cannot invalidate the offering. ] 


[Sifra (Lev. 1:17) bases this rule on Biblical 
exegesis. Moreover, the draining of a bird 
olah’s blood corresponds to throwing the 
blood of animal offering (see Sifra there). 
Now in animal offerings, throwing the blood 
(zerikah) concludes the avodah critical to the 
acceptance of the offering, so that its validity 
is at that point irrevocably established (see 


CHATAS 


Upper part of Altar (ledge) 
at southeast or southwest 
corners. 


Both windpipe and 
esophagus; rh 
must separate. 


Upper wall of the Altar. 


draining‏ ,מצוי 


Burnt in its entirety on the 
Altar 


os . according to Rambam, it is valid as long as he does not completely sever the head 
(see comm. to mishnah 4, $.V. .(ואינו מבדיל‎ 


: according t to Rambam, he must completely sever the head (see comm. to ווה‎ 5, 
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O‏ ר 


71 [A one performed melikah on a bird chatas for a 
designation other than its own, [or] drained its 


blood for a designation other than its own, or for its 
own designation and for a designation other than its 
own, or for a designation other than its own and for its 
own designation — it is invalid. A bird olah [under such 
circumstances] is valid, except that it is not credited to 


the owner. 


Both a bird chatas and a bird olah on which one 


YAD AVRAHAM 


essential to the validity of the offering. 

Since the sprinkling is surely essential 
to the validity of the offering, these 
intent-related disqualifications clearly 
apply to it as well. The mishnah explic- 
itly mentions these disqualifications in 
regard to draining to highlight the nov- 
elty of the bird chatas in which even the 
draining of the remaining blood is essen- 
tial to the validity and atonement (Tif. 
Yis.). 

However, Rambam (Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 13:5) states: ‘And a bird offering [can 
be disqualified] during two things [avodos], 
during the melikah and the draining of the 
blood.’ Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid (146:31) 
concludes that one must assume that the term 
draining in Rambam’s terminology includes 
both the sprinkling and the draining. This is 
also the position adopted by Har HaMoriah. 
However, Even HaAzel (to Bias HaMikdash 
9:3) explains that in the case of a bird chatas 
the draining occurs simultaneously with the 
sprinkling. Hence, an intent during the 
sprinkling automatically occurs during the 
draining. This is the reason why Rambam 
does not have to mention sprinkling and 
draining separately (see above, mishnah 5, 
s.v. .(וממצה‎ 


mw? xdwi maw או‎ — or for its own 
designation and for a designation other 
than its own, 

{During either the melikah or the 
draining avodos, the Kohen at first 
intended the offering for its designated 
purpose and later (during the same 
avodah) intended it for a designation 
other than its own (see comm. to 1:4, s.v. 
[,(או לשמן ושלא לשמן‎ 
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- mmv>) mw> או שָלא‎ — or for a 
designation other than its own and for its 
own designation — 

{Le., the invalidating intent preceded 
the proper intent (see comm. to 1:4).] 
2105 — it is invalid. 

[In all the above variations of a bird 
chatas being offered for a designation 
other than its own, the offering is invalid 
and cannot be eaten. The owner has also 
not fulfilled his obligation and must 
bring ancther offering. ] 


עולַת הָעוף כְּשָרָה, וּבְלְבַד שָלא עָלְתָה 
A bird olah [under such‏ — לִבְּעָלִים. 
circumstances] is valid, except that it is‏ 

not credited to the owner. 

(The laws of bird offerings parallel 
those of animal offerings. Consequently, 
the intent to offer the bird for another 
designation disqualifies totally only in 
the case of a chatas offering, but a bird 
olah sacrificed with such intent is not 
disqualified. Consequently, its avodah 
may proceed despite the improper intent. 
Its blood is drained on the Altar and its 
body is burnt on it. The improper intent 
affects only the owner, who cannot 
discharge his obligation by an offering 
made in such a manner and who must 
therefore make yet another offering, as 
stated in mishnah 1:1 in regard to animal 
offerings.] 


Both‏ — אֶחָד חַטָאת הָעוף, וְאֶחָד עולת הָעוף, 
a bird chatas and a bird olah‏ 
(The mishnah will now state the law‏ 
for bird offerings in regard to intents for‏ 
out of place or past the proper time‏ 
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11[ חט את הְעוף שָמְלֶקָהּ שָלא myn mw?‏ 
דָמָהּ שלא IN mow‏ לַשְמָהּ 


זבחים 
ו/ז 


וְשָלא Tw?‏ או שלא maps - mw) mow>‏ 
עולת הָעוף Tw‏ וּבְלְבַד andy xow‏ לִבְּעָלִים. 
NX‏ חַטָאת הָעוף, וְאֶחָד עולת הָעוף שִמְּלָקו 


יד אברהם 


conveying the blood. Thus, bird offerings can be disqualified by improper intent 
during only two avodos — melikah and sprinkling (or draining) of the blood on the 


Altar (Rav; Rambam Comm. ). 


Mow? הָעוף שַמְּלֶקָהּ שָלא‎ nxn — [If]one 
performed melikah on a bird chatas for a 
designation other than its own, 

[The Kohen performing the melikah 
intended it to be an olah offering.] 
Melikah in a bird offering is the avodah 
which corresponds to slaughter in an 
animal offering (Rav; Rambam 
Comm. ). 

[Thus intending a bird chatas for 
other than its designated purpose dis- 
qualifies the offering totally, just as it 
disqualifies an animal chatas totally (see 
1:1). By extension of this concept it may 
be inferred that the disqualification due 
to an intent for other than its owner (i.e., 
one in which the Kohen intended it for a 
person other than its rightful owner), 
applies to the bird chatas as well, totally 
invalidating it (see Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 13:1,5).] Just as in the case 
of the animal chatas, here too the Torah 
stresses (Lev. 5:9): הוּא‎ NNYNO, it is a 
chatas offering. Sifra (to Lev. 5:9 cited by 
Rashi there) infers from this that the 
intent for other than its designated 
purpose disqualifies the offering. 


MQW מִצֶה דָמָהּ שָלא‎ — [or] drained its 
blood for a designation other than its 
own, 

[The blood of a bird chatas is applied 
in two steps — sprinkling and draining 
its remaining blood. The draining of the 
blood of the bird chatas, however, differs 
from its counterpart in animal offerings. 
Whereas the pouring of the animal's 
remaining blood upon the base is not 
essential )1.6., the failure to do so does not 
disqualify the offering or prevent atone- 
ment; see mishnah 5:2; Rambam, 
Maaseh HaKorbanos 19:4), the draining 
of the bird chatas’ blood is critical to the 
validity and atonement of the offering, 
as stated in the previous mishnah in 
regard to the bird olah."! Therefore, it is 
on the same level as the blood applica- 
tions of the animal chatas, and intent- 
related disqualifications apply to it (Rav; 
Rambam Comm.)."! The Gemara 
(Me’ilah 8b) points out that the phrase 
(Lev. 5:9): it is a chatas offering, from 
which intent disqualification of a bird 
chatas is derived, follows the mention of 
the draining, implying that it too is 


1. The commentary reflects the interpretation of Rav Ada bar Ahava in Me’ilah 8b, which is 
accepted as halachah by Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:7). This is disputed by Rav Huna 
there who asserts that in the view of the mishnah draining is non-essential for the bird chatas. 
According to this view the term my as used here refers to the sprinkling of the blood (see Tos. 
there 9a, s.v. .(לצדדין‎ This issue is also a dispute of Tannaim, cited by the Gem. 52a,b (see Tos. 
64a, s.v. .(שאם‎ 


2. Chazon Ish (17:8) argues that according to the rule that one cannot effect piggul with half 
a matir )1.6., half of a substance which serves to permit the offering; see comm. to mishnah 4:2), 
here too the intent of piggul must be stated both during the sprinkling and the draining (see 
also Mikdash Dovid 7:4, p. 50). However, according to Even HaAzel (Hil. Bias HaMikdash 9:3) 
cited below, the question is academic. 
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NO 


performed melikah or drained their blood, with the 
intent to eat that which is meant to be eaten, or to burn 
upon the Altar that which is meant to be burnt upon the 
Altar — outside their area, they are invalid but there is 
no kares [punishment]; beyond their time, they are 
piggul and one is liable to kares for them, provided that 
the part which makes it permissible has been offered as 
required. 

In what manner is the part which makes it permissi- 
ble [considered to have] been offered as required? [If] he 
performed melikah in silence but drained the blood 
(with an intent for] beyond its time; or he performed 
melikah [with an intent for] beyond its time and 
drained the blood in silence, or he performed melikah 
and drained the blood [both with an intent for] beyond 
its time — these are [cases in] which the part which 
makes it permissible is [considered to have been] offered 
as required. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


that the part which makes it permissible 
has been offered as required. 

(The stringent invalidation of piggul is 
contingent upon there being no other 
disqualification beside it. The מַתִּי‎ 
[matir], the part which makes [the 
offering] permissible, is the blood of the 
offering, whose application to the Altar 
permits the offering for burning upon 
the Altar and for human consumption. 
Thus, in the case of bird offerings, the 
bird’s blood must be properly sprinkled 
or drained upon the Altar in order for the 
bird to be subject to the piggul invalida- 
tion (see above 2:3). The mishnah will 
now illustrate this ruling for bird offer- 
ings as it did above (ch. 2:4-5) for animal 
offerings. ] 


IR WP‏ הַמַתִּיר Pinyna‏ מֶלַק בַּשְתִיקָה 
In what manner is‏ — וּמִצֶה aor? yin oI‏ 
the part which makes it permissible‏ 
[considered to have] been offered as‏ 
required? [If] he performed melikah in‏ 
silence but drained the blood [with an‏ 
intent for] beyond its time;‏ 

[This section of the mishnah parallels 


mishnah 2:4.] He performed the melikah 
without any invalidating intent, but then 
expressed a piggul intent while draining 
the blood (Tif. Yis.). 

[In silence is the mishnah’s terminol- 
ogy for an avodah performed without a 
disqualifying intent. There are authori- 
ties who hold that in order to disqualify, 
an intent must be verbalized. In this view 
the term ‘in silence’ is to be understood 
literally (see comm. to 1:1, s.v. שנזבחו שלא‎ 
[(לשמן‎ 


או שֶמָּלַק חוּץ לְזְמָנּו וּמִצָה הַדֶּם בִּשְתִיקָה, או 
AY - tan? yan OW my prey‏ שֶקָרַב 
or he performed me-‏ — הַמָתִּיר כְּמִצְוָתו. 
likah [with an intent for] beyond its time‏ 
and drained the blood in silence, or he‏ 
performed melikah and drained the‏ 
blood [both with an intent for] beyond its‏ 
time — these are [cases in] which the‏ 
part which makes it permissible is‏ 
[considered to have] been offered as‏ 
required.‏ 
[Even if the invalidation occurred dur-‏ 
ing the melikah, so that the draining was‏ 
done when the offering was already‏ 
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לְהַקטִיר 27 DTW‏ יי - - yin‏ למקומו, 


זבחים וְשַמַּצָה WOT‏ 


ו/ז 


% pam Saas ae בו כָּרֶת; חוּץ‎ pri oe 
And הַמַתִּיר‎ APY כָּרַת, וּבְלָבַד‎ 

כִּיצַד IP‏ הַמַתִּיד po riniyad‏ בִּשְתִיקָה 
ּמְִצָה yin oF‏ לזְמַנּו; או poew‏ חוץ war?‏ 
oF AYN‏ בַּשְתִיקָה, או שָמָּלַק וּמִצֶָה Yin OFF‏ 
לְְמַנּו - זה שָקָרָב הַמַתִּיר כֶּמְצְוָתו. 


יד אברהם 


consumptions. The rule here is the same 


for both the olah and the chatas. ] 


IReAW‏ וְשָמִּצָה דָמֶן, לָאָכול 137 שְָּרְכּו 
on‏ — לְאָכול , DTW 7D upd‏ לְהַקְטִיר - 
which one performed melikah or‏ 
drained their blood, with the intent to eat‏ 
that which is meant to be eaten, or to‏ 
burn upon the Altar that which is meant‏ 

to be burnt upon the Altar — 

As we have learned above (2:2,3), there 
are two invalidating intents which refer 
to the offering’s consumption. These are 
the intentions to consume [i.e., to eat or 
burn upon the Altar] a part of the 
offering either outside its assigned place 
or past its allotted time. As taught there, 
these intentions invalidate only if stated 
during one of the four essential blood 
avodos of an animal offering; in the case 
of a bird offering this would translate 
into one of the two corresponding blood 
avodos of a bird — melikah and draining 
(or sprinkling) its blood (Tif. Yis.). 

[It was also learned there that these 
invalidate only if they concern the inten- 
tion to burn (out of time or place) a part 
of the offering meant to be burnt or to 
eat a part of the offering meant to be 
eaten. The intention to eat a part meant 
to be burnt, or to burn a part meant to be 
eaten, does not invalidate. Accordingly, 
in the case of the bird olah, only an 
invalid intent to burn upon the Altar 
would invalidate (since no part of it is 
eaten), while in the case of the bird 
chatas, only an invalid intent to eat 
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would invalidate (since no part of it is 
burnt upon the Altar) (Tif. Yis.). 


yin — outside‏ לְמָקומו, פָּסוּל PX)‏ 12 כָּרַת; 
their area, they are invalid but there is‏ 
no kares [punishment];‏ 

(The intention to eat or burn upon the 
Altar a part of the offering outside of its 
assigned place )1.6., any place outside the 
Temple Courtyard) totally invalidates 
the offering and prohibits it. There is no 
kares punishment, however, for eating 
such an offering after its invalidation.] 


M72 PZy וְחַיָּבִין‎ Sap לזְמַגּו,‎ yin — beyond 
their time, they are piggul and one is 
liable to kares for them, 

[If the intent to eat or burn concerns 
consumption beyond its time, the offer- 
ing is termed piggul, an abomination — 
the term the Torah uses in Leviticus 7:18 
— and it is subject to the kares punish- 
ment associated with that term.] Thus, 
even if one eats of it during the time 
allotted for this sacrifice, he incurs the 
penalty of kares (Tif. Yis.). 

The mishnah thus informs us here that 
the bird offerings do not differ substan- 
tively from their animal counterparts in 
this regard. Although the invalidations 
are stated in the context of shelamim 
offerings (see Lev. 7:18, Gem. 28a,b), 
inferences are drawn by Sifra (loc. cit.) 
from a verse in Lev. 22:2 that these 
invalidations apply to all types of offer- 
ings, including bird offerings. 


provided‏ — 332731 שַיִקְרַב הַמַתִּיר כָּמְצְוָתו. 
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In what manner is the part which makes it permissi- 
ble not [considered to have] been offered as required? 
[If] he performed melikah [for] outside its place but 
drained the blood [for] beyond its time; or he performed 
melikah [for] beyond its time but drained the blood [for] 
outside its place; or he performed melikah and drained 
the blood [both for] outside its place; [or] a bird chatas 
on which he performed melikah for a designation other 
than its own, and drained its blood [with an intent for] 
beyond its time; or on which he performed melikah 
[with an intent for] beyond its time, and drained its 
blood for a designation other than its own; or he 
performed melikah on it and drained its blood for a 
designation other than its own — these are [cases in] 
which the part which makes it permissible has not been 
offered as required. 

[If] he [intended] to eat an olive’s volume outside and 
an olive’s volume tomorrow, [or] an olive’s volume 


YAD AVRAHAM 


[A chatas which is offered for a 
designation other than its own is com- 
pletely invalidated and its sacrifice may 
not be completed, as explained above. 
Thus, if one of the two avodos of the 
bird chatas’ offering was made for 
another designation, there is another 
invalidating intent besides the piggul 
intent and piggul cannot take effect.] 

[The previous clauses dealt with the invali- 
dation resulting from an intent to consume 
the offering outside its place, which applies 
equally to both the chatas and olah offerings. 
Therefore, the mishnah did not need to 
identify the offering under discussion. In 
contrast, the invalidation for a designation 
other than its own applies only to chatas 
offerings, as stated at the beginning of the 
mishnah. An olah, however, is not invali- 
dated by this intent — its avodah is com- 
pleted and it is burnt upon the Altar in spite 
of the improper intent. It is only the owner 
who is adversely affected by this intent, in 
that he does not fulfill his obligation. Ac- 
cordingly, the matir, the part which permits 
the sacrificial parts to be burnt upon the 
Altar or the meat to be eaten, is considered to 
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have been offered as required, and piggul can 
take effect.] 


— mw? xow mT או שָמְּלְקָה וּמִצָה‎ — or he 
performed melikah on it and drained its 
blood for a designation other than its 
own — 

[I.e., he did both of the bird’s avodos 
for a purpose other than chatas; see 
comm. above, s.v. [.או שמלק ומצה‎ 


these‏ — זֶה הוּא שָלא AP‏ הַמַתִּיר כְּמצְוָתו. 
are [cases in] which the part which‏ 
makes it permissible has not been of-‏ 
fered as required.‏ 

[Therefore, in all the cases of this list 
the piggul invalidation cannot take ef- 
fect. ] 


לָאָכול MID‏ בַּחוּץ MIR‏ לְמְחָר, MID‏ לְָמָחַר 
mri — [If] he [intended] to eat an‏ בַּוּץ; 
olive’s volume outside and an olive's‏ 
volume tomorrow, [or] an olive’s volume‏ 
tomorrow and an olive’s volume outside;‏ 
[The following section parallels mish-‏ 

nah 2:5. Previously the mishnah had 
discussed the problem of differing inten- 
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בִּיצַד לא AP‏ הַמַתִּיר כִּמִצְוְתול yin p2o‏ 
למקומו וּמִצֶה yan oF‏ לְזְמַנּ; או yin ee‏ 


זבחים 
ו/ז 


1s‏ ּמִצָה הַדֶּם yan‏ למַקומו; או שמָלק ּמְִצָה 
yin od‏ למקומו; חַטָאת הָעוף row san‏ 
mw‏ וּמְצָה דָמָהּ YIN‏ לזְמַנָה; או yin Sent‏ 
xbw mgt nay maar‏ לַשְמָהּ; או שמַלְקה 


זֶה הוּא Xbw‏ קרב 


mo mx)‏ שֶלא לִשְמָהּ 


התיה בְּמְצְוְתו. 


יד אברהם 


disqualified, the matir is nevertheless 
considered to have been offered as re- 
quired, because there is no disqualifica- 
tion other than piggul.] 


In what‏ — בִּיצַד לא AP‏ הַמַתִּיר כְּמִצְוָתוּ? 
manner is the part which makes it‏ 
permissible not [considered to have]‏ 
been offered as required?‏ 

[The mishnah will now proceed to list 
a whole series of cases in which there is 
another invalidating intent present be- 
sides piggul, thereby preventing the pig- 
gul invalidation from taking effect. This 
part of the mishnah parallels the second 
half of mishnah 2:4.] 


מָלַק yin‏ למקומו AYN‏ הַדֶּם חוּץ לְזְמָנּ; או 
Ay iar? yin py~aw —‏ הַדֶּם yin‏ לְמְקומו; 
[If] he performed melikah [for] outside‏ 
its place but drained the blood [for]‏ 
beyond its time; or he performed me-‏ 
likah [for] beyond its time but drained‏ 

the blood [for] outside its place; 

[In these two cases the intent to eat the 
offering or burn it upon an Altar outside 
its designated area is an invalidating 
intent, as explained above. Thus, the 
piggul invalidation does not take effect. 
In the opinion of this anonymous Tanna, 
it makes no difference if the non-piggul 
invalidating intent preceded or followed 
the piggul intent; in both cases piggul 
does not take effect.] 


or he‏ — או שָמָּלק וּמִצֶה הַדֶּם חוּץ למקומו; 
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performed melikah and drained the 
blood [both for] outside its place; 

[Le., he performed both of the bird’s 
blood avodos with the intent to eat or 
burn the bird outside its designated 
place.]} 

[This clause does not seem to fit here. It 
seems to refer to a case in which both avodos 
were performed with the intent for outside 
its place, and none with the intent for beyond 
its time. But if so, then the question of 
whether ‘the part which makes it permissible 
has been offered as required’ is irrelevant, 
since there has been no piggul intent in any 
case. Perhaps this clause is really superfluous, 
and is stated only to maintain the symmetry 
with the parallel passage in 2:4 in regard to 
animal offerings, where it does have rele- 
vance [as explained there] (see Rambam 
Comm.). It may also be that the mishnah 
means that the two intents for outside its 
place were in addition to an intent for 
beyond its time, ie., the Kohen intended 
during the melikah or draining for the 
offering to be used beyond its time and 
outside its place.] 
שָלא לְשְמָהּ, וּמְצָה דָמָה‎ APQBY חַטַאת הָעוף‎ 
לזְמַנָהּ, וּמִצָה רָמָהּ‎ YIN או שַמְּלְקָה‎ ANT? YAN 
maw שָלא‎ -- [or]a bird chatas on which 
he performed melikah for a designation 
other than its own, and drained its blood 
[with an intent for ] beyond its time; or on 
which he performed melikah [with an 
intent for] beyond its time, and drained 
its blood for a designation other than its 
own; 
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O‏ דר 


tomorrow and an olive’s volume outside; [or he intended 
to eat] half an olive’s volume outside and half an olive’s 
volume tomorrow, [or] half an olive’s volume tomorrow 
and half an olive’s volume outside — it is invalid, but it 
bears no kares [punishment]. Said R’ Yehudah: This is 
the rule: If the intent of time preceded the intent of 
place, [it is] piggul and one is liable to kares for it; but if 
the intent of place preceded the intent of time, it is 
invalid, but bears no kares [punishment]. But the Sages 
say: In either case it is invalid, but bears no kares 
[punishment]. [If the intent was] to eat half an olive’s 
volume and to burn upon the Altar half an olive’s 
volume — it is valid, because [intent for] eating and 
Altar-burning do not combine. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


even in cases in which the other invalida- 
tion follows the piggul intent. Further- 
more, R’ Yehudah considers precedence a 
factor not only in two separate avodos 
but even in the same avodah. See comm. 
to 2:5. 

R’ Yehudah does not, however, dis- 
agree with the ruling in the last two cases 
regarding an intent to eat half a kezayis 
tomorrow and another half outside its 
place. In this case, precedence of the time 
intent is of no avail since the intent is 
directed at an amount less than the 
minimum for which piggul can take 


effect.] 


TI NWO? MIR מַחָשָבֶת הַמָּקום‎ oN) 
9D בו‎ PR) פָּסוּל,‎ — but if the intent of 
place preceded the intent of time, it is 
invalid, but bears no kares [punishment]. 
[Since the invalidation resulting from 
the intent of place is already in effect 
when the intent of time takes place, the 
avodah during which it occurs is invalid, 
and piggul can no longer take effect.] 


DNDN —‏ אומָרִים: TN) AT‏ פֶּסוּל, וְאִין 12 כָּרַת. 
But the Sages say: In either case [lit., this‏ 
one and that one] it is invalid, but bears‏ 
no kares [punishment].‏ 
This is merely a restatement of the first‏ 
Tanna’s position that regardless of‏ 
whether the second invalidating intent‏ 
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preceded or followed the time intent, 
piggul does not take effect. It serves to 
establish the Tanna Kamma’s view as 
halachah (Tos. to Menachos 12a, cited by 
Tos. R’ Akiva Eiger in 2:5). 


לְאָכול כַּחָצִי זַיַת וּלְהַקְטִיר כַּחָצִי זַיָת - כָּשָר, 
paw — [If the‏ אָכִילָה וְהַקְטָרָה מִצְטָרְפִּין. 
intent was] to eat half an olive’s volume‏ 
and to burn upon the Altar half an‏ 
olive’s volume — it is valid, because‏ 
[intent for] eating and Altar-burning do‏ 

not combine. 


[The offering is completely valid, 
whether the intent concerned eating and 
burning beyond its time or outside its 
place. Although burning upon the Altar 
is the equivalent of eating in regard to 
invalidating intents, as stated previously, 
nevertheless these two modes of sacrifi- 
cial consumption cannot be combined to 
form one single invalidating intent. Thus 
each intent has to be considered sepa- 
rately, and since each lacks the minimum 
volume, neither can effect piggul or 
invalidation. ] 


There is an obvious difficulty here. The 
mishnah has stated that an intent to eat 
cannot effect piggul or invalidation unless it 
is directed at something which is meant to be 
eaten (see above). Similarly, an intent to burn 
upon the Altar is effective only when di- 
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m7‏ בַּחוּץ; MID‏ בַּחוּץ וְבַחָצִי זית לָמְָחָר, 
ANNs MIND‏ וְכַחָצִי ית בַּחוּץ - פָּסוּל, וְאִין 


זבחים 
ו/ז 


naw on הַבְּלֶל:‎ AT בו כָּרָת. אָמָר רַבִּי יהוּדָה:‎ 
P2Y PIT) פּגוּל‎ Dip navy? MTP yw 
nawnon? m2 הַמָּקום‎ nawn ox) כָּרַת;‎ 
אוּמָרִים: זֶה‎ OI) .NQD פָּסוּל, וְאִין בו‎ jaw 
nt לאכול כַּחַצִי‎ mp ia Px פָּסוּל,‎ m 
אָכִילָה‎ PRU AWD — mT ּלְהַקְטִיר כַּחָצִי‎ 


וְהַקְטָרָה מִצְטַרְפִּיןף 


יד אברהם 


tions, each of which is declared in a 
separate avodah. Here the mishnah con- 
siders multiple intentions within one 
avodah (see comm. to 2:5 for an alternate 
interpretation). 

In order to qualify as an invalidating 
intent, the object of the intent must not 
be less than an olive’s volume (kezayis). 
This is in accordance with the general 
rule that an olive’s volume is the mini- 
mum amount which qualifies an act of 
consumption as a legally recognized act 
of ‘eating’. 

Obviously the stated intent to eat 
refers to the bird chatas. The olah is in 
the category of things meant to be burnt, 
and these are not subject to piggul as a 
result of an intent to eat. The chatas may 
be eaten only on the day it is offered and 
the night following it. Thus an intent to 
eat it tomorrow constitutes an intent for 
eating it beyond its time. ] 


ny XD ann? וְכַחְצִי זית‎ yina ny כַּחְצִי‎ 
- ying וְכַחָצִי זַיִת‎ 79729 — [or he intended 
to eatJhalf an olive’s volume outside and 
half an olive’s volume tomorrow, [or] 
half an olive’s volume tomorrow and 
half an olive’s volume outside — 

[As noted above, an intent to consume 
part of an offering beyond its time must 
concern an amount at least the size of an 
olive. Since in these last two cases the 
intent to consume the offering beyond its 
time concerned only half the volume of 
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an olive, there can be no piggul invalida- 
tion even if one does not take into 
account the presence of another invali- 
dating intent.] 


it is invalid, but it‏ — פֶּסוּל, PX}‏ בו כָּרַת. 
bears no kares [punishment].‏ 

{Although the piggul invalidation and 
its kares penalty do not take effect in the 
last four cases, the offering is neverthe- 
less invalidated by the improper intent. 
Even in the last two cases, in which 
neither the time intent nor the place 
intent concerned a kezayis, the mishnah 
teaches that an intent to consume the 
offering beyond its time can combine 
with an intent to consume it outside its 
place to produce a general (non-piggul) 
invalidation (since both intents have that 
potential; see comm. to 2:5).] 


Tod מַחָשָבֶת‎ ox הַכְּלֶל:‎ Ay TTT רַבִּי‎ ADK 
roy pam Sas לְמַחָשְבֶת הַמֶּקום,‎ mz 
כָּרֶת;‎ — Said R’ Yelnedahe This is the 
rule: If the intent of time preceded the 
intent of place, [it is] piggul and one is 
liable to kares for it; 

[Le., if the intent to eat or burn it 
beyond its time preceded the intent to eat 
or burn it outside its place, it is piggul. R’ 
Yehudah’s view is that once the piggul 
invalidation has taken effect it cannot be 
dislodged by a later disqualification. 
Thus, R’ Yehudah disagrees with the 
Tanna Kamma who draws no distinction 
based on precedence but voids the piggul 
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bird chatas which one made below, in the 


1 ~~ manner of a chatas offering, for the designation 
of chatas, is valid. [If he made it] in the manner of 
chatas offering for the designation of olah, [or] in the 
manner of an olah offering for the designation of 
chatas, [or] in the manner of an olah offering for the 
designation of olah — it is invalid. [If] he made it above 


YAD AVRAHAM 


However, Rav explains that the mishnah 
states this to include in its ruling even a case 
in which the required avodos of the bird 
chatas ]16. melikah and sprinkling] were 
performed, but without the exact procedure 
prescribed for a bird chatas. That is, he 
performed the melikah in the way reserved 
for the bird olah, separating” the head from 
the body. Nevertheless, the offering is valid 
(Rav; Rambam Comm.). 

According to this explanation, the implied 
ruling of the mishnah contradicts the ruling 
of mishnah 6:6. There, the mishnah invali- 
dated a bird chatas whose head was sepa- 
rated from its body. This matter is the subject 
of a disagreement among Tannaim, and our 
mishnah reflects the view of R’ Elazar ben R’ 
Shimon who stated (Gem. 65b): ‘I have heard 
regarding the bird chatas that one may 
separate.’ The Torah’s statement concerning 
this offering (Lev. 5:8): . . . 57192 x5}, inter- 
preted by the Sages as and he may not 
separate, is translated according to this view 
as and he need not separate (Tos. Yom Tov). 

The Gemara (66b) in fact questions 
whether this mishnah conforms with the 
view of R’ Elazar ben Shimon and concludes 
that it can be explained to fit with his 
opinion. It does not, however, say that it 
must conform to his view; on the contrary, 
the Gemara offers one explanation of the 
next part of the mishnah which clearly 
contradicts R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon’s ruling 
[see below] (Tos. Yom Tov). Because of this 
and other problems pointed out by Tos. Yom 
Tov, the commentary follows Tosafos’ expla- 
nation rather than Rav’s. 


[If he made it]‏ — כְּמַעָשָה חַטָאת DW?‏ עוּלָה, 


in the manner of chatas offering for the 
designation of olah, 

If the bird chatas was offered for the 
purpose of an olah, it is completely 
invalid, as is any chatas whose basic 
avodos were performed for another des- 
ignation (Rav; Rambam; see above 6:7). 


[or] in the‏ — כְּמַעָשָה עולָה ow)‏ חַטָאת, 
manner of an olah offering for the‏ 
designation of chatas,‏ 

[le., the bird was offered for the 
purpose of a chatas as it should have 
been, but it was offered in the manner of 
a bird olah rather than chatas.] Two 
possibilities are considered by the Gem. 
(66b): (a) He separated the head from the 
neck during melikah — a procedure 
required for a bird olah but which 
disqualifies a chatas, as stated previously 
(6:6).?! (b) The Kohen skipped the sprin- 
kling of the blood (required in the chatas 
procedure) and proceeded immediately to 
the draining, as with an olah (see above, 
6:5). Thus, the offering is invalidated 
because an essential facet of its service — 
sprinkling — has been omitted. 


nwynd — [or]in‏ עולָה ow‏ עוּלָה - פְּסוּלָה. 
the manner of an olah offering for the‏ 
designation of olah — it is invalid.‏ 

Here the grounds for invalidation are 
compounded. The offering is disqualified 
both because the avodah was not per- 
formed properly and because it was done 
for a designation other than its own. 


1. As noted in the commentary to 6:5,6, in the view of Rashi and Rav, this means cutting both 
the esophagus and windpipe; in the view of Rambam it means severing the head from the 


body. 


2. Accordingly, this segment of the mishnah rejects the view of R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon cited 
above, that a chatas separated during melikah is valid. 
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נא] TNE‏ הָעוף שֶעִשָאָהּ לְמַטָה, nvynd‏ 
חַטָאת, לְשֶם חַטָּאת, כְּשָרָה. 


זבחים 
ז/א 


nw? עולָה, כְּמַעָשֶה עולָה‎ ow> חַטָאת‎ nwyns 
TIS - עולָה‎ ow> חַטָאת, כְּמַעָשָה עולָה‎ 


יד אברהם 


rected at something which is meant to be 
burnt upon the Altar. Since bird offerings are 
either totally burnt upon the Altar (in the 
case of the olah) or totally eaten (in the case 
of the chatas), piggul can be effected in only 
one mode by each offering. Thus, even if 
burning upon the Altar could be combined 
with eating there would still be no piggul in 
the case of bird offerings. 

Tiferes Yisrael (see also Rashash to 31b) 
suggests that this clause is stated here only 


because it is included in the parallel passage 
of mishnah 2:5 which discusses animal offer- 
ings (which do have both eating and burning 
in the same offering). Therefore, since the 
reason given is correct for bird offerings as 
well, the mishnah chooses to cite the same 
reason used in the parallel mishnah even 
though there are other, more apparent rea- 
sons in this case (see Sfas Emes, Keren Orah, 
et al., for other attempts to solve this diffi- 
culty). 


Chapter 7 


nxvn - A bird‏ הָעוף שָעָשָאָהּ לְמַטָה, 
chatas which one made below,‏ 

Le., its service was performed at the 
lower part of the Altar, below the red line 
[x pe0 vin] which marks the division 
between the upper and lower halves of 
the Altar. [This line was at the midpoint 
of the Altar, at a height of five cubits 
from the floor (Middos 3:1(.[ The mish- 
nah has stated previously (6:2) that this is 
the proper place for the bird chatas’ 
offering (Rav; Rambam). 

The Gemara (63b, 66b) states that only the 
sprinkling (and draining) need to be done at 
the lower half of the Altar. The melikah may 
be done ‘anywhere.’ See comm. to 6:2 (s.v. 
.(בכל מקום‎ 


in the manner of a‏ — בְּמַעָשֶה חַטָאת, 
chatas offering,‏ 

16, he performed both the blood 
sprinkling and the draining as prescribed 
for’ a bird chatas (Rav; Rambam 
Comm.) [rather than as for olah for 
which there is no sprinkling service (see 
6:5) ]. 


ow — for the designation of‏ חַטָאת, 
_chatas,‏ 
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1 


[Le., the offering was not disqualified 
because of an intent for a designation 
other than its own. ]} 

[The mishnah does not mean that the 
Kohen must actively think that he is per- 
forming the avodah for the designated pur- 
pose of this offering. The Gemara (2b) 
concludes that a service performed without 
any intent is also considered to have been 
offered for its designated purpose. The mish- 
nah means only that the offering is per- 
formed in a way which is legally considered 
to be for its designated purpose — 16., with 
an absence of any contrary intent.] 


TW) — is valid. 

The ruling of the mishnah seems to be 
obvious; since the bird chatas is offered 
exactly as it should be, there is no reason 
for it not to be valid! Tosafos (66a, s.v. 
(חטאת העוף‎ explain that this clause is 
inserted here only to offer a complete 
listing of various ways in which a bird 
chatas can be rightly or wrongly offered. 
Because the mishnah must use the terms 
valid or invalid regarding the other ways 
listed here, it does so also concerning the 
case in which the offering was made 
entirely properly. 
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in any of these manners, it is invalid. 


2. bird olah which one made above, in the manner 


of an olah offering, for the designation of olah, 
is valid. [If he made it] in the manner of an olah offering 
for the designation of chatas, it is valid; but it is not 
credited to the owner. In the manner of a chatas 


YAD AVRAHAM 


offering” (Rav; Rambam Comm. ). 


in the manner of an olah‏ — כְּמַעָשָה עולָה, 
offering,‏ 

(He performed the melikah and drain- 
ing avodos as prescribed for the bird 
olah, omitting the sprinkling which is 
necessary only for the chatas. ] 


TW? עולָה,‎ o> — for the designation of 
olah, is valid. 

[There is no novelty to this ruling and 
it is stated to complete the list of possible 
combinations; see comm. to mishnah 1, 
s.v. [,בשרה‎ 

As in mishnah 1, however, Rav and 
Rambam (Comm.) explain the mishnah to 
include a novel ruling. The mishnah means 
to teach that the offering is valid even if he 
performed the melikah in the mode of a 
chatas, 16. without separating [the head 
from the body] as required for an olah, but 
leaving it attached in the manner of a chatas 
[see 6:5] (Rav; Rambam Comm.). Accord- 
ingly, here too the mishnah reflects the 
opinion of R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon that 
though there is an obligation to separate the 
head of a bird olah, the failure to do so does 
not invalidate the offering. 

This position is nowhere stated explicitly 
by R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon. However, 
Rambam and Rav may have understood it to 


follow logically from R’ Elazar ben R’ 
Shimon’s stated view (Gem. 65b) that a bird 
chatas may be separated (see Tos. Yom 
Tov). 

[As explained in the previous mishnah, 
Rashi and Tosafos do not read any implied 
meaning into this clause, and assume that 
this case of the mishnah refers to an offering 
whose service was performed in an ideal 
fashion. Thus, there is no reason to assume 
that in their view R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon 
would validate a bird olah whose head was 
not separated.] 


3273) חַטָאת, כְּשְרָה,‎ ow> כְּמַעָשָה עולָה‎ 
שָלא עָלְתָה לִבְּעָלִים.‎ -- [If he made it] in 
the manner of an olah offering for the 
designation of chatas, it is valid; but it is 

not credited to the owner. 

Although he offered the olah for a 
different designation (viz., a chatas), the 
offering is valid — ie., the avodah may 
be completed and the meat may be eaten. 
The owner, however, is not credited with 
having discharged his obligation. This 
accords with the rule stated in mishnah 
1:1: All sacrifices which have been 
slaughtered for a designation other than 
their own are valid, but they are not 
credited to the owner as fulfillment of 
his obligation [i.e., the owner must bring 


1. See above (6:5) that both the melikah and the draining of the bird olah must be performed 


at the upper half of the Altar. 


2. Keren Orah asserts emphatically that the sugyos dealing with the subject (65b, 66b, Chullin 
21a) clearly imply that not separating the olah results in disqualification of the offering even 
according to R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon. He concludes that Rambam, who merely states tersely 
that the mishnah’s ruling includes an instance where ‘he altered the manner of the melikah,’ 
does not refer to melikah with or without separating, but to the manner in which the bird is 
held (see comm. above to 6:4 s.v. .(היה מולק‎ The view attributed to Rambam in the text is besed 
on Rav’s understanding of Rambam’s Commentary. Cf. Sfas Emes who speculates that 
Rambam's (and Rav’s) interpretation may be based on a variant version of the Gemara on 


66b. 
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Tigwoe nye עה‎ raya ANY 


זבחים 
ז/ב 


וב עולת הָעוף שָעַשָאָהּ nbynb‏ כְּמַעַשָה 


mwa iy לֶשם‎ 


עוּלָה, 


בְּמַעָשָה עולָה ow?‏ חַטָאת, Wd‏ וּבְלְבָד row‏ 
עָלְתָה mbyad‏ בְּמַעַשָה חַטָּאת ow‏ עולה, 


יד אברהם 


Although the ruling is obvious, it is 
stated here to complete the list of the 
various combinations in which a bird 
chatas can be offered (Tos. Yom Tov). 


AXYY - [If]‏ לְמִעְלָה DPI MYND‏ פְּסוּלָה. 
he made it above in any of these‏ 
manners, it is invalid.‏ 

If he offered the bird chatas on the 
upper half of the Altar in any of the 
combinations described above — even in 
the manner of a chatas for the purpose of 
a chatas — it is not valid (Rav; Rashi). 
[The provision that a bird chatas’ service 
be performed on the lower half of the 
Altar is essential, and the failure to 
conform with this requirement invali- 
dates the offering (see comm. above to 
6:2).] 

The Gemara (66b) explains that the 
change of place from ‘below’ to ‘above’ 
affects only the (sprinkling and) drain- 
ing. The melikah, however, is valid 
wherever it is performed (see 6:2). Thus 
the expression mXwy, if he made it, refers 
specifically to the services of sprinkling 
and draining (Tos. Yom Tov). 

Tosafos (66a, s.v. (למעלה‎ remark that in 
regard to a chatas made in the manner of a 
chatas for the designation of a chatas — 
which would be valid if not for its being 


2. 


mynd axvyy עולת הָעוף‎ — A bird olah 
which one made above, 

Its service was performed on the upper 
half of the Altar, above the red line 
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offered above rather than below — the term 
invalid here does not have its usual connota- 
tion but extends only to the offering’s 
edibility; it may not be eaten on account of its 
blood having been applied on the wrong part 
of the Altar. However, the offering is valid to 
the extent that the owner is regarded as 
having fulfilled his obligation, in keeping 
with the principle that כַּמקומו‎ inipna שָלא‎ 
"07, the incorrect place for it [the blood 
application] is also its place (see comm. to the 
end of mishnah 2:1, s.v. 9105). According to 
this rule, the restriction of blood applications 
to certain parts of the Altar is critical only to 
the offering’s edibility, but not to its atone- 
ment potential (see Gem. 26b). Tiferes Yisrael 
suggests that it is because of this that this 
disqualification is listed separately from the 
previous set of invalidations. Those in the 
first group are completely invalidated, while 
the offering invalidated on the basis of its 
being offered above rather than below has 
only its meat invalidated but retains its 
atonement capacity. 

However, Shitah Mekubetzes (66a, §25) 
cites an addendum to Tosafos which disputes 
the above and declares that the principle that 
the incorrect place is also its place refers only 
to animal offerings, not bird offerings, since 
the verse from which this principle is derived 
(see comm. to 2:1) deals only with animal 
offerings. Thus a bird chatas whose sprin- 
kling or draining is performed above is not 
valid in any respect at all. 


which separates the lower and upper 
halves. The mishnah (6:2,5) has previ- 
ously stated that the upper half of the 
Altar is the proper place for the bird olah 
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offering for the designation of olah, [or] in the manner 
of a chatas offering for the designation of chatas, it is 


invalid. [If] he made it below in any of these manners, it 


is invalid. 


3. nd all of them do not contaminate with tumah 
via the throat; but one is subject to the laws of 
me’ilah on their account, except for the bird chatas 


YAD AVRAHAM 


make it subject to the special tumah laws which govern kosher bird neveilos עוף]‎ N'223 
iy]. Nevertheless, since the Torah specifies that melikah takes the place of 
shechitah for offerings, the melikah-slaughtered offering does not assume the status 
of neveilah or its attendant prohibitions on eating and tumah. 


It could be argued, therefore, that where the offering is invalidated by the incorrect 
performance of one of its essential avodos, the special dispensation from neveilah 
status allowed for melikah does not apply, and the bird should be subject to all the 
laws of neveilah. The following mishnah, however, will make the point that this is 
not so, and that the invalidation of the avodah does not negate the capacity of the 
melikah to serve in lieu of shechitah. Thus, although the offering is prohibited for 
consumption because of its invalidated offering status, no neveilah prohibition 


attaches to it and it does not contaminate with tumah (Rav; Rashi). 


122) — And all of them 
[All the bird offerings listed in the 
previous two mishnahs as not valid.] 


wx — do not‏ מְטַמָּאות maa‏ הַבְּלִיעָה; 
contaminate with tumah via the throat;‏ 

The tumah potential of a bird neveilah 
differs substantially from that of an 
animal carcass, and is unique among 
sources of tumah. The neveilah of a 
kosher species of bird does not transmit 
tumah by touch as do other sources of 
tumah; the only means by which it 
transmits tumah is by being swallowed 
(see Lev. 17:15, 22:8 with Rashi; Zavim 
5:9). This type of tumah contamination is 
known as הַבְּלִיעָה‎ ma nxnv, tumah 
(contracted ) via the throat. 

A bird neveilah is an av hatumah (source 
of tumah). An av hatumah is capable of 


rendering a person or object which it touches 
a rishon (first level of acquired tumah), and 
the rishon can in turn render a food or 
beverage a sheni (second level of acquired 
tumah). A unique characteristic of the bird 
neveilah is that it is restricted in the manner 
in which it transmits tumah; a bird neveilah 
contaminates as an av only by being swal- 
lowed. However, a bird neveilah which has 
been mentally designated for eating is auto- 
matically designated a rishon as well, as if it 
had been a food touched by an av hatumah 
(see Taharos 1:1). Thus, it is capable of 
rendering a beverage a sheni through ordi- 
nary contact. 


Wa ומועלין‎ — and one is subject to the 
laws of me’ilah on their account, 

If one misappropriates or uses a conse- 
crated object for his personal benefit 
inadvertently, he must atone for his sin 


consumption. However, the neveilah classification is relevant not only to kashrus, but to 
tumah as well. A dead animal (whether kosher or unkosher) is considered an av hatumah 
(source of tumah); thus, in the case of kosher animals, shechitah also prevents the carcass from 
becoming a source of tumah (Chullin 70b, 72b; Rambam, Avos HaTumah 1:2). [In the case of 
non-kosher animals, shechitah is ineffective; thus the carcasses of non-kosher animals 
transmit tumah regardless of how they died.] In the case of birds, though, the neveilah laws 
pertain only to the carcasses of kosher bird species. The carcasses of non-kosher bird species do 
not transmit any type of tumah (ibid. 3:1,14). 
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בְּמַעָשָה חַטָאת OW?‏ חַטָאת, פְּסוּלָה. maxvy‏ 
לְמַטָה כְּמַעָשֶה בְלֶן, פְּסוּלָה. 


זבחים 
ז/ג 


נגז וְבֶלֶן] yx‏ מְטְמָּאות maa‏ הַבְּלִיעָה 
yin jaa payin‏ מַָחַטָאת הָעוף 


יד אברהם 


another offering to fulfill his vow]; 
except for the pesach- and chatas offer- 
ings (Rav; Rambam Comm.; see above 
6:7). 


nvyns‏ חַטָאת ow?‏ עולָה, כְּמַעָשָה חַטָאת 
In the manner of a‏ — לְשֶם חַטָאת, פְּסוּלָה. 
chatas offering for the designation of‏ 
olah, [or] in the manner of a chatas‏ 
offering for the designation of chatas, it‏ 

is invalid. 

[Le., he offered the olah in the manner 
of a chatas for the designation of either 
olah or chatas. The change in the mode 
of offering from olah to chatas is suffi- 
cient to disqualify the offering regardless 
of the intent. Performing the melikah in 
the manner of a chatas (ie., without 
separating the head) is sufficient to 
disqualify the offering as stated earlier 
(6:6; see also above, s.v. Mwyn3). Simi- 
larly, if one performed the melikah of the 
olah correctly and later only sprinkled 
the blood as one does with a bird chatas 
but did not drain the blood, the offering 
is surely not valid, since an avodah 
essential to both the olah and chatas 
offerings has been omitted. 

However, Tosafos (66b, s.v. KX) speculate 
whether the olah is disqualified if one per- 
forms its melikah in the manner of an olah 


3 


)1.6., separating the head), but proceeds from 
there in the manner of a chatas by perform- 
ing both sprinkling (not required for an olah) 
and draining. Tosafos conclude that in this 
case the offering is not invalidated, for it is 
unlikely that there is a requirement to drain 
every drop of blood during the draining 
avodah; thus, the mere fact that a superflu- 
ous sprinkling was performed is not grounds 
for disqualification. 


[If] he‏ — עַשָאָהּ לְמַטָה כְּמַעָשָה בְּלֶן, פְּסוּלָה. 
made it below in any of these manners, it‏ 
is invalid.‏ 

If he performed the avodah below the 
red line representing the midpoint of the 
Altar, even in the manner of an olah for 
the purpose of an olah, the offering is not 
valid. The provision that a bird olah must 
be offered on the upper part of the Altar 
is essential, and the failure to do so results 
in invalidation (Rav; Rashi). 

Even if it was only the melikah that 
was done at the lower part of the Altar, 
while the blood was properly drained on 
the upper part, and even if the melikah 
was done only partly below and partly 
above (ie., he pierced either the esopha- 
gus or windpipe above and the other one 
below), it is not valid (Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 7:6; see also Tosafos 65b, 
s.v. (הבדיל‎ 


Like animals, kosher birds require shechitah (ritual slaughter) to be rendered 
permissible for eating. The procedure used to slaughter bird offerings — melikah — 
would render a non-sacred bird a neveilah.”! This would make it forbidden to eat and 


1. Tos. Yom Tov speculates that the change to ‘below’ for the melikah would possibly not 
invalidate an olah, but fails to refer to Rambam. 


2. Neveilah is the Torah’s word for a carcass. In its legal sense it refers to a dead animal or bird 
which has not been made permissible by shechitah. In the case of kosher species, a proper 
shechitah removes the animal from the category of neveilah and thereby permits its meat for 
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which was made below in the manner of a chatas 
offering for the designation of chatas. 


4. ] Tf] a bird olah was made below, in the manner of a 

chatas offering, for the designation of chatas — 
R’ Eliezer says: One is subject to me ilah on its account; 
[but] R’ Yehoshua says: One is not subject to me ilah on 


its account. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


actually transformed into a chatas." 
(Rav; Rashi).[{Therefore, like any chatas 
whose blood has been drained, it is no 
longer subject to me’eilah.] 

The Gemara at first assumes that in R’ 
Yehoshua’s view the offering is a fully valid 
chatas, enabling the owner to discharge any 
obligation he may have had at the time to 
bring a bird chatas. However, the Gemara 
concludes (68a) that this is not so, and that 
even R’ Yehoshua treats the offering as a 
chatas only in regard to the laws of me’ilah, 
but not toward the fulfillment of obligations. 

Seemingly, in order to be removed from 
the category of me’ilah, the bird must at least 
be permissible to the Kohanim for eating. 
This is, however, subject to question. Tosafos 
(68a, sv. (אימר‎ offer two ways of under- 
standing R’ Yehoshua’s position as con- 
cluded by the Gemara: (a) There is precedent 
for separating the potential for me ilah from 
the fulfillment of sacrificial obligations. Le., 


it is conceivable that the offering may be 
legally treated as a chatas in regard to 
me’ilah but not toward the fulfillment of 
obligations. If this approach is correct, it 
would mean that the bird olah offered for the 
purpose of a chatas in the manner of a chatas 
is not actually permitted for eating, but is 
nevertheless considered a permitted offering 
insofar as lifting the laws of me’ilah from it. 
(b) In a considerably different approach 
Tosafos suggest that the offering actually 
does become a bona fide chatas, permitted 
for eating and able to be used toward the 
fulfillment of obligations. However, the 
Sages disqualified the offering from serving 
as a chatas on a Rabbinical level [and thus 
prohibited it for eating as well]. Because on a 
Biblical level it is a chatas (and Biblically 
permissible to Kohanim), the laws of me’ilah 
are lifted. But because of the Rabbinic dis- 
qualification, it cannot be counted toward 
the fulfillment of obligations.”! 


1. Tosafos (67a, s.v. (חטאת‎ prove that the concept of ‘transformation’ is applied only to bird 
offerings because of the way these offerings are consecrated. Most offerings must have their 
designation clearly established prior to the time they are offered. Bird offerings, however, 
must often be offered in pairs, one as a chatas and the other as an olah. In these cases, the birds 
need not be differentiated at the time they are bought or consecrated to be offerings, but may 
be assigned their respective designations with the offering process itself. Thus, there is a legal 
basis for the avodah’s ability to confer a particular designation on a bird. Although this ability 
is stated clearly only in regard to an as yet undesignated offering, R’ Yehoshua extends this 
concept to bird offerings which have already been designated olos but have been disqualified 
from that designation by being offered as chataos. 


2. This, however, creates another problem. In ruling that the owner has not discharged his 
obligation, the Rabbis are requiring the offerer to bring yet another chatas. A chatas, though, 
is not a voluntary offering which can receive its designation through mere declaration; its 
designation is dependent on there being an obligation for it (Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 
14:8). Since the obligation has been discharged on the Biblical level, the replacement bird 
cannot receive a chatas designation on that level despite the Rabbinic requirement. 
Accordingly, offering the replacement bird as a chatas violates the Biblical prohibition on 
slaughtering and offering chullin [non-sacred] animals in the Temple Courtyard בַּעָזֶרֶה]‎ Pn. 
Furthermore, not being a real sacrifice, the bird cannot be rendered permissible even on a 
mundane level by its slaughter, since melikah renders a non-sacrificial bird a neveilah, as 
explained in mishnah 3. In order to circumvent these problems, Tosafos are constrained to 
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שָעָשָאָהּ לְמַטָה כְּמַעָשָה חַטָאת OY?‏ חַטָאת. 


זבחים 
ז/ד 


נרן עלת הָעוף שָעַשְָאָהּ mend‏ כְּמַעָשָה 
חַטָאת, ow?‏ חַטָאת - בְבִּי 
אֶלִיעָזֶר WIN‏ מועָלִין בָּה; רַבִּי יַהושָעַ PR WIN‏ 


poyin‏ בָּהּ. 


יד אברהם 


with תג‎ asham me’ilos (see above, 5:5) 
and make restitution, adding a fifth (see 
Lev. 5:14-16). [The term the Torah uses to 
describe this transgression is ,מַעַל‎ ma’al, 
lit., betrayal (see Targum to Lev. 5:15); 
hence any act subject to the attendant 
laws is termed me’ilah.] However, any 
part of an offering which is permitted for 
eating, even if reserved exclusively for 
Kohanim, is exempted from me’ilah law; 
therefore, even if it is eaten by a non-Ko- 
hen, there is no me’ilah penalty. Thus the 
bird chatas, which is eaten by the 
Kohanim (see 6:4), is exempted from 
me ilah as soon as the draining of its 
blood has been performed (when it 
becomes permissible to the Kohanim). 
In the cases under discussion, however, 
the offering was never rendered permis- 
sible to the Kohanim because of the 


4. 


XO כְּמַעָשָה‎ TD? עולת הָעוף שֶעָשָאָהּ‎ 
— חַטָאת‎ ow — [If]a bird olah was made 
below, in the manner of a chatas offer- 
ing, for the designation of chatas — 
{[Mishnah 2 has stated that if a bird 
olah’s service is performed at the lower 
half of the Altar, it is not valid. However, 
when the service is performed below in 
the manner and for the designation of a 
chatas, it would be valid if it were a 
chatas. This forms the basis for the 
disagreement of the Tannaim which 
follows.] 
בָּהּ;‎ Poy רַבִּי אָלִיעְזֶר אוּמָר:‎ — R’ Eliezer 
says: One is subject to me‘ilah on its 
account; 
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invalidation of some aspect of the 
avodah. Therefore, the laws of me’ilah 
remain in effect (Rav; Rashi). 

(Obviously, the bird olos listed earlier, 
even those which are valid, are always 
subject to me’ilah, since the bird olah 
never becomes permissible for eating, 
even to Kohanim. ] 


nyyn Tw? ARYYY חוּץ מַחַטָאת הָעוף‎ 
חַטָאת.‎ ow? חַטָאת‎ — except for the bird 
chatas which was made below in the 
manner of a chatas offering for the 
designation of chatas. 

]]6, a chatas which was offered 
validly.] Since the offering is valid, it is 
rendered permissible to the Kohanim and 
exempt from me’ilah; therefore, even if a 
non-Kohen eats of the offering, he is not 
liable for me’ilah (Rav; Rashi). 


An olah is always subject to me’ilah, 
even if its avodah is valid, since it never 
becomes permissible to Kohanim. This is 
certainly the case if the offering is 
invalidated, since nothing has occurred 
to make it permissible (Rav; Rashi). 


[but] R’‏ — רַבִּי ywi‏ אוּמָר: PX‏ מוּעָלִין בָּהּ. 
Yehoshua says: One is not subject to‏ 
me ilah on its account.‏ 

R’ Yehoshua argues that since the 
Kohen performing its avodah has 
changed its designated purpose and ex- 
pressed his determination that the olah 
offering be a chatas, and in fact per- 
formed its avodah in a manner which is 
valid only for a chatas offering, it is 


[176] 


Said R’ Eliezer: If a chatas offering, which is not 
subject to me’ ilah [when it has been offered] for its own 
designation, is [nevertheless] subject to me ilah [when] 
one changed its designation; [then] an olah offering, 
which is subject to me’ilah [when it is offered] for its 
own designation, should surely be subject to me‘ilah 
when he changed its designation! Said R’ Yehoshua to 
him: Not so. If this can be said of a chatas offering 
whose designation one changed to an olah, [it is] because 
he has changed its designation to something which is 
subject to me’ilah. Can [the same] be said of תג‎ 
offering whose designation one changed to a chatas — 
in which case he has changed its designation to 
something which is not subject to me‘ilah? 


YAD AVRAHAM | 


intent for another designation in regard 
to an olah lacks the power to lift the 
me‘ilah status which is attendant תס‎ 
even a validly offered olah. 

R’ Yehoshua’s rebuttal which follows 
is aimed at defending his position even as 
it was perceived by R’ Eliezer. However, 
the Gemara (67a) infers from the conclu- 
sion of the debate (quoted in a baraisa) 
that R’ Eliezer finally realized the true 
nature of R’ Yehoshua’s position and 
refrained from adducing further argu- 
ments against the view he mistakenly 
attributed to R’ Yehoshua.] 


אָמַר לו רַבִּי יְהושָעַ: לא. ON‏ אָמַרְתָּ בְּחַטָאת 
שֶשנָה ow) mw nx‏ עולָה, nx mw jaw‏ 
שְמָהּ לְדָבֶָר שיש בו myn‏ תאמר בְּעוּלָה 
שֶשְנָה אֶת OW? AW‏ חַטָאת - שֶכֶּן nx mW‏ 
ja PRU 3379 mw - Said R’‏ מְעִילָה? 
Yehoshua to him: Not so. If this can be‏ 
said [lit., if you say] of a chatas offering‏ 
whose designation one changed to an‏ 
olah, [it is] because he has changed its‏ 
designation to something which is sub-‏ 
ject to me’ilah. Can [the same] be said of‏ 
an olah offering whose designation one‏ 
changed to a chatas — in which case he‏ 
has changed its designation to some-‏ 
thing which is not subject to me’ilah?‏ 
[R’ Yehoshua replied to R’ Eliezer that‏ 
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the intent to offer an olah as a chatas has 
greater potency in regard to removing 
the me’ilah status of the olah because it 
expresses the resolve that the offering 
become something not subject to me’ilah. 
Not so in the case of a chatas offered for 
the purpose of an olah where the intent 
expresses the resolve that the offering be 
something which remains subject to 
me’‘ilah. Therefore, the intent for olah is 
insufficient to remove the me’ilah status 
of the chatas. Since the chatas’ invalida- 
tion prevents it from becoming permissi- 
ble to the Kohanim, it remains subject to 
me ilah. | 

[R’ Yehoshua’s response refutes only the 
evidence presented by R’ Eliezer — a chatas 
offered for the purpose of an olah. R’ Eliezer 
could have brought the same proof, however, 
using the example of a chatas offered for the 
purpose of any of the other offerings which 
are eaten (asham, shelamim, et al.). In these 
cases R’ Yehoshua’s response would have 
been inapplicable, since these invalidating 
intents are also for something not subject to 
me’ilah. Probably, R’ Eliezer initially chose 
the proof stated in the mishnah because R’ 
Yehoshua clearly concurred that the chatas 
offered for the olah designation is subject to 
me‘ilah. In the proof used by R’ Eliezer 
further (most holy offerings ...) he in fact 
includes the case cited above.] 
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PRY חַטָאת,‎ ON אָמַר 737 אָלִיעְוֶר: מָה‎ 
712 מועלין‎ mow nx maww> mw ma poyin 


זבחים 
TH‏ 


עולָה שמועלין בָּהּ לשמָה, כָּשֶשְנָה אֶת MMW‏ 
אָינו PT‏ שִימַעַלוּ בָה! Tox‏ לו רְבִּי יהושָע: : לא. OX‏ 
אָמַרְתּ בְּחַטָאת שֶשנָה אֶת ow> maw‏ עולָה, Tow‏ 
maw‏ אֶת wy 3275 maw‏ בו מְעִילָה. תּאמַר 
בְּעולָה שָשָנָּה mW NX‏ לֶשם חַטָאת — שָבֶּן mW‏ 
אֶת TA PRY IIT? AW‏ מְעִילָהל 


יד אברהם 


אָמַר רַבִּי אָלִיעָזֶר: מַה OX‏ חַטָאת, PRY‏ מועַלין 
Mw ma - Said R’ Eliezer: If a chatas‏ 
offering, ‘which is not subject to me’ilah‏ 
[when it has been offered] for its own‏ 

designation, 

A chatas offered properly for its 
designated purpose is a valid offering 
which may be eaten by the Kohanim. It 
is therefore exempt from me’ilah (Rav; 


Rashi). 


p2yin maw nx naww>d — is [neverthe-‏ בָּהּ; 
less] subject to me‘ilah [when] one‏ 
changed its designation;‏ 

Since a chatas offered for other than 
its own designation is invalid (mishnah 
1:1), it is not permitted for eating by the 
Kohanim; consequently, it remains sub- 
ject to me’ilah. Even R’ Yehoshua agrees 
to this, as may be seen from the fact that 
he disputes only the me’ilah exemption 
of an olah offered for the chatas desig- 
nation, but not the chatas offered for the 
olah designation (Rav; Rashi). 


[then] an olah‏ — עוּלָה ma poyiaw‏ לְשָמָהּ, 
offering, which is subject to me’ilah‏ 
[when it is offered] for its own designa-‏ 
tion,‏ 

[When an olah is perfectly valid, it is 
subject to me’ilah even after the comple- 
tion of its avodah, because its meat does 


not become permitted to Kohanim. ] 


TWYD —‏ אֶת שְמָה, אַינוּ yO PT‏ בָה! 
should surely be subject to me’ilah when‏ 
he changed its designation!‏ 

[The olah, therefore, should certainly 
retain its me‘ilah status when it is 
invalidly offered.] 

[Evidently, R’ Eliezer was not yet 
aware of R’ Yehoshua’s position on the 
‘transformation’ of the offering from an 
olah to a chatas by the combination of 
the chatas intent and chatas-like perfor- 
mance of the offering. Rather, he 
thought that R’ Yehoshua’s exemption of 
the offering from me’ilah was based 
simply on the power of the intention for 
another designation to remove the offer- 
ing from the category of olah (in regard 
to me’ilah) once the offering has been 
invalidated. It was to refute this position 
that R’ Eliezer argued from the example 
of chatas. Although the chatas loses its 
me’ilah status when properly offered, if 
the chatas is disqualified it retains its 
pre-avodah me‘ilah status. This is so 
even if there is an intent to alter it to 
another designation. From this we see 
that this intent has no power to lift the 
me ilah status which carries over from 
the pre-avodah state. If so, surely the 


ascribe to R’ Yehoshua (according to this explanation) various minority opinions that are not 
accepted as halachah — viz., that the prohibition to slaughter non-sacrificial animals in the 
Temple (at least in the case of birds) is a Rabbinic, not Biblical prohibition [and therefore 
subject to being overridden in the case of a Rabbinically required sacrifice]; and that birds do 


not require shechitah on a Biblical level. 
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Said R’ Eliezer to him: Let most holy offerings which 
one slaughtered in the southern [part of the Courtyard], 
and which he slaughtered for the lesser holiness 
designation, serve as proof — in that he has changed 
their designation to something not subject to me‘ilah, 
and [yet] they are subject to me’ilah! So too you should 
not wonder at an olah offering, that even when one 
changed its designation to something not subject to 
me’ ilah, it [nevertheless] remains subject to me’ilah. Said 
R’ Yehoshua to him: Not so. If this can be said of most 
holy offerings which one slaughtered in the southern 
[part of the Courtyard], and which he slaughtered for 
lesser holiness designation, [it is] because he changed 
their designation to something which has forbidden 
[parts] and permissible [parts]. Can you say [the same] 
for an olah offering whose designation one changed to 
something which is entirely permissible? 


YAD AVRAHAM 


אָמַר לו 727 יהושָעַ: לא. אם אָמַרְתָּ בְּקְרְשִי 
קְרָשים שָשְחֶטָן wi? ow? NW ONT‏ 
קלים, TW Jay‏ אֶת שֶמֶן בְּרָבָר WY‏ 12 אַסוּר 
Jani) — Said R’ Yehoshua to him: Not so.‏ 
If this can be said of most holy offerings‏ 
which one slaughtered in the southern‏ 
[part of the Courtyard], and which he‏ 
slaughtered for the lesser holiness desig-‏ 
nation, [it is] because he changed their‏ 
designation to something which has‏ 
forbidden [parts] and _ permissible‏ 

[parts]. 

[R’ Yehoshua replied that the analogy 
is imperfect and therefore does not prove 
the point. Offerings of lesser holiness are 
not totally exempt from the laws of 
me’ ilah; it is only while they are yet alive 
that no part of them is subject to me’ilah. 
Once they have been slaughtered and 
their blood has been thrown, the sacrifi- 
cial parts which are to be burnt upon the 
Altar attain most holy status and become 
subject to me‘ilah (Rav, Rashi, from 
Me’ilah 1:4). [Thus it can be argued that 
although an intent for something which 
is not at all subject to me’ilah can remove 
me’ilah status, an offering of lesser 


]181[ 


THE MISHNAH / ZEVACHIM — 


holiness is not to be classified as such, 
because it becomes partially subject to 
me ilah. } 


Yay בְּרָבֶר‎ AW תאמָר בְּעולָה שָשָנָה אֶת‎ 
הָתָּרל‎ — Can you say [the same] for an 
olah offering whose designation one 
changed to something which is entirely 

permissible? 

A bird chatas is eaten in its entirety by 
the Kohanim, with no part of it being 
burned upon the Altar. Accordingly, 
none of it is subject to me’ilah after its 
avodah has been performed (Rav; 
Rashi). [Thus, when intending a bird 
olah for the purpose of a bird chatas, he 
alters the offering to something which is 
not subject to me’ilah whatsoever.] 

[We have already seen that R’ Ye- 
hoshua’s position is not really predicated 
on the concept of intent as attributed to 
him in the mishnah, but upon the 
principle of the transformation of a bird 
olah to chatas status by the combination 
of intent and chatas-like offering (see 
above, s.v. רבי יהושע אומר‎ and s.v. כששנה‎ 
שמה‎ nx).] The halachah is in accord with 


Chapter Seven: Chatas HaOph 


אָמַר לו בַבִּי אָלִיעְזֶר: וְהָרִי קָדָשִי DWI?‏ 
שֶשְחֶטָן ONT‏ וּשְחֶטָן Dy? OW] ow?‏ 


זבחים 
ז/ד 


יוּבִיחוּ — Taw Jaw‏ אֶת PRY DT? TY‏ בו 
מְעִילָה, וּמועָלִין בָּהָן! אַף אַתָּה אַל תִּתְמָהּ עַל 
הָעוּלָה, שָאַף על פִּי שָשָנָּה אֶת PSY 127? AAW‏ 
בו dynw Ady‏ בָהּ. Tox‏ לו רַבִּי :YWIT‏ לא. 
ON‏ אָמַרְתָּ בְּקְדְשִי ON WIWY OWI?‏ 
וּשְחֶטֶן OWI]? OW?‏ קלים, שָבֶּן שַנָּה אֶת Tew‏ 
בְּרָבֶר ww‏ 12 אסור ANT‏ תּאמר Mwy MIVA‏ 

Pani Way 37a MW אֶת‎ 


יד אברהם 


אָמַר לו רַבִּי Whe 7M sys‏ קָדָשִים 
שָשְחָטָן Lona‏ וּשְמֶטָן לְשֶם קַדָשִים mop‏ 
amar -- Said R’ Eliezer to him: Let‏ - 
most holy offerings which one slaugh-‏ 
tered in the southern [part of the Court-‏ 
yard], and which he slaughtered for the‏ 
lesser holiness designation, serve as‏ 

proof — 

[The slaughter of most holy offerings 
(kodshei kodashim) must be performed 
in the northern sector of the Courtyard; 
and if it is done in the southern part the 
offering is not valid (see 5:1-5). In this 
case, he compounded the invalidation by 
also slaughtering it for a less holy desig- 
nation.] 


paw 1379 pow nx maw jaw —‏ בּו מָעִילָה, 
that he has changed their canon |‏ 
something not subject to me’ilah,‏ 

Most holy offerings are subject to 
me‘ilah prior to having their blood 
thrown on the Altar. [After that, only 
their sacrificial parts are subject to 
me’ilah.] Offerings of lesser holiness, on 
the other hand, are not subject to me’ilah 
prior to having their blood thrown (see 
Me’ilah 1:4) [Therefore, in intending a 
most holy offering for the designation of 


an offering which is of lesser holiness, 
one is intending a change from an 
offering subject to me‘ilah to one not 
subject to me’ilah. ] 


and [yet] they are subject‏ — ומועַלין בָּהֶן 
to me’ilah!‏ 

Since the slaughter of the most holy 
offering in the south has disqualified it, 
the offering does not become permissible 
to the Kohanim, and it therefore remains 
subject to me’ilah (Rav; Rashi). [This, 
despite the intent that it be an offering of 
lesser holiness. Thus we see, contends R’ 
Eliezer, that me’ilah status cannot be 
removed by intent alone.] 


אַף אַתָּה אַל monn‏ עַל הָעוּלָה, שָאַף על פִּי 
mw nx aww‏ לְדָבֶר שָאִין myn ia‏ 
So too you should not‏ — שִיִמְעָלוּ בָהּ. 
wonder at an olah offering, that even‏ 
when one changed its designation to‏ 
something not subject to me’ilah, it‏ 
[nevertheless] remains subject to‏ 

me ilah. 

[Since we have proven that mere 
intent cannot remove me’ilah status, 
when a bird olah is intended as a chatas, 
the offering should retain its me’ilah 
status as an olah.] 


1. After their blood is thrown, the sacrificial parts of even offerings of lesser holiness are 


subject to me’ilah (ibid.). 


משניות / זבחים - פרק ז: חטאת העוף 


]180[ 


7 5 [18 he performed melikah with the left hand, or at 
5 ‘night, or he slaughtered a non-sacred [bird] inside 
[the Courtyard], or offerings outside [it] — [these] do 
not contaminate with tumah via the throat. [If] he 


YAD AVRAHAM 


not a neveilah (Rav). ] 

[Both this case and the next refer to 
birds slaughtered not through melikah, 
but with a knife according to the rules of 
shechitah. Therefore, the slaughter has 
the capacity to remove the bird from the 
category of neveilah even though it 
remains forbidden for consumption. This 
will be made explicit later in this mish- 


nah.] 


- yina וְקְדָשים‎ — or offerings outside 
[iti = 

He slaughtered a consecrated bird 
offering outside of the Temple Court- 
yard, violating the Biblical injunction 
(Lev. 17:1-7) against slaughtering offer- 
ings outside the Courtyard, and causing 
the bird to be prohibited for consump- 
tion (Rav). 


maa pravn wx — [these] do‏ הַבְּלִיצָה. 
not contaminate with tumah via the‏ 
throat.‏ 

[Although in all the cases mentioned 
so far in this mishnah, the slaughter 
renders the offering invalid and the meat 
prohibited for eating, the carcass is not 
considered a neveilah and therefore does 
not contaminate one who swallows of its 
meat with the tumah of neveilah.} 

The validity of melikah as a form of 
slaughter is unique to the laws of bird 
offerings; if the offering is not valid the 


melikah cannot be considered a valid 
form of slaughter and the bird therefore 
is a neveilah. However, as we will learn 
in chapter 9, there are two levels of 
invalidation to offerings. There are offer- 
ings which, although they have been 
invalidated and may not be offered upon 
the Altar for burning, are nevertheless 
not disqualified to the degree that they 
must be removed from the Altar if they 
have been placed upon it (mishnah 9:1,2). 
Other invalidations, however, are so 
complete that they do not enjoy this 
dispensation (mishnah 9:3). It follows 
from this that in the cases of the former 
group the improper avodah retains some 
degree of validity. Accordingly, it stands 
to reason that a melikah belonging to 
this group, having been partially effec- 
tive, must be considered a legal form of 
slaughter, so that the bird cannot be 
classified as neveilah. 

The factor which determines the level 
of disqualification, as the mishnah will 
explain below, is whether wpa 719309, its 
disqualification is in the Holy, 1.6, the 
disqualification took effect subsequent to 
the offering’s entry into the Temple 
Courtyard (Rashi; see below, mishnahs 
9:2,3; cf. Tos. 68b, s.v. (אמר‎ 1 Disqualifi- 
cations occurring afterwards are classi- 
fied in the first category of invalidations 
— those whose sacrificial parts need not 


1. This is the criterion held by R’ Shimon (9:2). R’ Yehudah disagrees to some extent and 
asserts that there are three disqualifications that are more stringent, whose offering parts must 
be removed even though they meet the criterion of their disqualification is in the Holy. One of 
these three disqualifications — an offering slaughtered at night — is listed in our mishnah as 
an example of a disqualification which does not render the offering neveilah. This leads 
Tosafos (68a, s.v. (מלק‎ to speculate that our mishnah’s ruling rests upon R’ Shimon’s view. 

However, Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:6) rules like R’ Yehudah in regard to 
removing these three disqualifications from the Altar, yet he accepts the ruling of our mishnah 
that melikah performed at night does not render the offering neveilah (loc. cit. 7:1). 

Two basic approaches are suggested for the solution of this problem: (a) Rambam may be in 
agreement with the idea advanced by Tosafos here that a distinction is drawn between bird 
offerings and animal offerings in R’ Yehudah’s view, and that the three above-mentioned 
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Pen vow או בַלִילָה,‎ Sxowa 221 [ה]‎ omar 


Tx - 


yina וְקַדָשִים‎ oA 


ז/ה 


pen p29 בְּסַכִּין,‎ pa הַבְּלִיעָה.‎ maa מְטַמְּאִין‎ 


:ד אברהם 


R’ Yehoshua (Rav; 
Me'ilah 3:7). 

The previous mishnah has stated that for 
all of them ]1.6., all the variations of a bird 
olah being offered in the manner and intent 
of an olah or chatas] ... one is subject to 
me‘ilah on their account. The Gemara (66b) 
remarks that that statement does not contra- 
dict R’ Yehoshua’s view here that a bird olah 
offered below in the manner of a chatas, for 
the designation of chatas, is not subject to 
me’ ilah. The Gemara explains that R’ Ye- 
hoshua’s ruling concerns only an olah whose 
melikah has been done in the manner of a 
chatas (i.e., without separating its head). In 
this instance, R’ Yehoshua rules, an olah can 
be transformed into a chatas. If, however, the 
melikah of the olah was done in the manner 
of an olah and only the blood draining was 


Hil. 


Rambam, 


done in the manner of a chatas (ie, he 
sprinkled the blood but did not drain it; 
Rashi), no transformation takes place”! 
Since at the beginning of the service — 
during the melikah — the olah was not 
transformed to a chatas, but retained its olah 
character, it can no longer be transformed by 
the blood sprinkling. It is the latter situation 
which is meant in mishnahs 2 and 3. 


Tosafos (66a, s.v. ,דשני‎ and 67a, s.v. (א'יר‎ 
assume that in order to lift the me’ilah status 
of the olah, one must perform both the 
melikah and the blood application in the 
manner and place of the chatas; 1.6., one must 
sprinkle and drain the blood. Keren Orah (to 
67b) adduces convincing proof for this con- 
cept (see also Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid 
171:4). 


9 


The following mishnah elaborates further תס‎ a topic briefly addressed in mishnah 
3 — the exemption of certain disqualified offerings from the laws of neveilah (see 
preface to mishnah 3). The mishnah will define the rules which determine the 
applicability of neveilah to a disqualified bird offering. 


p29 — [If] he performed melikah‏ בְּשְמאל, 
with the left hand, -‏ 

It is a cardinal rule that whenever the 
Torah specifies the need for a Kohen to 
perform an avodah, he must do it with 
his right hand (Rav from Gem. 24b). 
{The stipulation that a Kohen is neces- 
sary for melikah is clearly indicated in 
the Torah (Lev. 1:15, 5:8(.[ An offering 
whose avodah was done with the left 
hand is invalid; nevertheless, it is not 
rendered neveilah (Rav). 

[The commentary to mishnah 6:4 has cited 
the statement of Rav and Rambam (Comm.) 
that the Kohen held the bird in his left hand 
during the melikah. This does not contradict 
our mishnah which requires the melikah to 
be done with the right hand. The avodah of 
melikah is defined in this context as referring 


only to the act of piercing the bird’s neck. 
However, Shitah Mekubetzes (to 64b §14) 
cites a Tosafos which states that the bird 
must be held with the right hand while the 
melikah is done with the right thumbnail.] 


19792 או‎ — or at night, 

Melikah, like all other blood avodos, 
must be performed during the day (see 
Rav). 

93 חָלִין‎ wow — or he slaughtered a 
non-sacred [bird] inside [the Courtyard], 

{He defied the injunction not to 
slaughter non-sacrificial animals or birds 
inside the Temple Courtyard.] Although 
this prohibition is Biblical according to 
most opinions (see Kiddushin 57b-58a) 
and results in the prohibition of the bird 
(or animal) for consumption, the bird is 


1. The mishnah (in this explanation) obviously reflects the view that the draining service of 


a bird chatas is not essential (cf. comm. to 6:7). 
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an 


performed melikah with a knife, [or] he performed 
melikah on a non-sacred [bird] inside, [or on] offerings 


outside, [or on] turtledoves whose time has not arrived, 
or young pigeons whose time has passed, [or on a bird] 
whose wing has atrophied, or whose eye was blinded, or 
whose foot was cut off — [they] contaminate with 
tumah via the throat. This is the rule: Anything whose 
disqualification is in the Holy does not contaminate 


YAD AVRAHAM 


knife or a fingernail) is unacceptable as a 
slaughter procedure for ordinary, non- 
sacrificial animals or birds, whether per- 
formed in the Temple or outside it. It is 
permitted only for bird-offerings by 
Scriptural fiat. Thus a non-sacrificial bird 
slaughtered through melikah in the 
Temple Courtyard is treated as a nevei- 
lah, like any other animal killed by a 
method other than shechitah (Rav; 
Rashi). 


Dw yz} — [or on] offerings outside,‏ בַּחוּץ, 

Melikah is acceptable only for bird 
offerings sacrificed inside the Temple. 
Thus, a sacrificial bird killed outside the 
Temple through melikah is a neveilah 
(Rav; Rambam Comm.). 


WAT וּבְנִייונָה שָעָבר‎ WT WaT תורין שָלא‎ — 
[or on] turtledoves whose time has not 
arrived, or young pigeons whose time 

has passed, 

Both turtledoves and pigeons are valid 
as bird offerings. However, turtledoves 
may be used only when mature, while 
pigeons can be used only before their 
maturity (Rav from Chullin 1:5). 


13a Waw — for on a bird] whose wing 
has atrophied, 

Although a blemish (מוּם)‎ does not 
disqualify a bird offering as it does an 
animal offering, the loss of a limb does 
disqualify (Rav; see Gem. 1168, Lev. 1:14 
with Rashi and Sifra). The obvious 
incapacitation of the atrophied wing puts 
it in the category of a missing limb 
(Shoshanim LeDaviad ). 


apy mnpiw) — or whose eye was 
blinded, 
[185] THE MISHNAH / ZEVACHIM — 


Here too the offering is considered to 
be missing a limb. Tosafos (68b, s.v. 
(ושניסמית‎ assert that the term blinded 
here means that the eye was removed. 
However, Rashi implies that even a blind 
eye disqualifies a bird offering. See also 
Rambam, Hil. Issurei Mizbe'ach 3:1; 
Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid 53:5. 


— 7209 וְשָנּקְטְעָה‎ — or whose foot was cut 
0 - 
[This is an obvious loss of limb.] 


[they] contami-‏ — מְטַמָא maa‏ הַבְּלִיעָה. 
nate with tumah via the throat.‏ 

In all of the listed instances, the 
melikah has no validity whatsoever as an 
offering service, so that even if the bird 
was subsequently placed on the Alltar, it 
must be removed. Consequently the me- 
likah cannot serve in lieu of legitimate 
shechitah, and the bird is therefore 
rendered neveilah (Rav). 


wpa פְּסוּלָה‎ maw הַכְּלֶל: כָּל‎ ny — This is 
the rule: Anything whose disqualifica- 
tion is in the Holy 

Le., an offering disqualified after its 
entry into the Temple Courtyard. Such 
an offering was potentially fit to be 
offered but was disqualified as a result of 
an irregularity in its avodah (Rav; 
Rashi). 


Tosafos (68b, s.v. (אמר‎ modify somewhat 
the definition of the term wpa 72108, its 
disqualification is in the Holy. It is not, as 
asserted by Rashi, any disqualification occur- 
ring after the animal entered the Holy, for’ 
then if an animal developed a blemish, or 
became disqualified in any of the other ways 
listed in mishnah 9:3, after it entered the 
Temple Courtyard, it would be included in 
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Wa Yan NW בַּחוּץ, תורין‎ OW] wa 
APY וְשֶנִּסְמִית‎ ABA WAY שֶעָבר זְמַנָּן,‎ TIP 7 


זבחים 
ז/ה 


ושנקְטְעָה maa Nye — AQ‏ הַבְּלִיצָה. זֶה 
הַבְּלֶל: כָּל maw‏ פְּסוּלָהּ בַּקְרָש AYN‏ מְטַמָּאֶה 


:ד אברהסם 


be removed from the Altar once they 
have been placed upon it. The first two 
invalidations cited in this mishnah are 
examples of disqualifications which oc- 
cur in the Temple and their melikah 
therefore achieves for them an eligibility 
to remain on the Altar if they are placed 
there. Thus, it removes them from the 
category of neveilah (Rav, Rashi from 
Gem. 698; see further s.v. 9937 ny). 

The slaughter of a non-sacred bird in 
the Courtyard and a sacred one outside it 
do not fit into this rule, but the Gemara 
(69a) adduces Biblical exegesis to support 
the ruling that their shechitah suffices to 
remove them from the category of nevei- 
lah, though it cannot permit them for 
consumption. The rule for this is that any 
shechitah which would be valid for a 
non-sacred animal or bird and is invalid 
only because the Torah requires different 
procedures or special locations for conse- 
crated offerings, suffices to exempt the 
animal or bird from the law of neveilah 
(see Tos. Yom Tov). [Accordingly, the 
mishnah must refer to a case in which 
these birds were shechitah-slaughtered, 
not melikah-slaughtered. This will be 
further explained below.] 


ava pon — [If] he performed melikah 
with a knife, 

The melikah of bird offerings must be 
done by the Kohen with his thumbnail 
(see Gem. 65a). If it is done with a knife it 
qualifies neither as melikah — because it 
was done with a knife — nor as shechi- 
tah (Rav; Rashi). 

The Amoraim differ on why melikah with 
a knife is not considered shechitah. Rava 
asserts that melikah must be done by apply- 
ing downward pressure to pierce the bird’s 
neck. This type of slaughter is invalid for 
shechitah, which is accomplished by the 
horizontal movement of the sharp knife 
across the neck. Rav Huna asserts it is 
because melikah is performed from the back 
of the neck; this causes the knife to be 
concealed by the neck bones as it cuts 
through the crucial esophagus or windpipe. 
Both applying pressure [termed 1097, dras- 
sah] and concealing [m79n, chaladah] are 
among the five slaughtering actions which 
invalidate a shechitah according to the Oral 
Tradition (Rashi from Chullin 20b, see Rashi 
there; cf. Tos. here 68a, s.v. מלק‎ and Tos. 
there, s.v. .(מפני‎ 


193 Pen p29 — lor] he performed 
melikah on a non-sacred [bird] inside, 
Melikah (whether performed with a 


stringencies apply only to animal offerings. Thus a bird offering whose melikah occurred at 
night is not removed from the Altar even according to R’ Yehudah; consequently the carcass 
is not neveilah (Tos. Yom Tov). Thus the non-neveilah status of the disqualified offerings 
listed here depends directly on their status vis-a-vis removal from the Altar, even according to 
Rambam, and the mishnah is explained in the same manner as we have done above. (b) 
Rambam’s approach to the mishnah may differ fundamentally from that of the other 
commentators. In his view the non-neveilah status is not directly contingent on non-removal 
from the Altar. Hence, even though an offering whose melikah is performed at night must be 
removed from the Altar (according to R’ Yehudah), yet it is not neveilah (Keren Orah; see also 
Lechem Mishneh). According to this interpretation, the explanation of the mishnah has to be 
modified as follows. The disqualifications which are defined =: disqualified in the Holy are 
intrinsically lesser invalidations, and it is due to this that they are considered valid in regard 
to neveilah. Concerning removal from the Altar this distinction also has validity, but the 
exegesis presented by R’ Yehudah makes the three mentioned disqualifications exceptions to 


the rule. 
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ON 


with tumah via the throat; [but] if its disqualification is 
not in the Holy, it contaminates with tumah via the 


throat. All disqualified persons who perform melikah, 
their melikah is not valid, but [the birds] do not 
contaminate with tumah via the throat. 


6. [18 he performed melikah and it was found to be a 
tereifah — R’ Meir says: It does not contaminate 
with tumah via the throat; R’ Yehudah says: It 
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ently. However, Rambam (Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 7:1) accepts R’ Yochanan’s view as 


halachah. 


AP2BW‏ מְלִיקְתָן IPN) T2319‏ מְטַמָּאות בְּבִית 
who perform melikah, their‏ — הַבְּלִיעָה. 
melikah is not valid, but [the birds] do‏ 
not contaminate with tumah via the‏ 
throat.‏ 

Although their avodah lacks the valid- 
ity to render the offering permissible for 
eating, nevertheless the melikah done by 


them has sufficient validity to remove 
the bird from the category of neveilah 
(Rav). The melikah of disqualified per- 
sons is in the category of disqualifica- 
tions that are in the Holy, and the bird is 
therefore exempt from neveilah status 
(Rashi). 


It is also included in the dispensation to 
remain on the Altar if it was mistakenly 
placed there (Gem. 69a; Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:15)" 


6. 


Tereifah [lit., torn] is the name given to an animal or bird having one of the seventy 
life-threatening defects listed in Chullin (3:1,3; Gem. there 54a; see Rambam, Hil. 
Shechitah 10:9,11). A tereifah is prohibited for eating even if properly slaughtered, 
and if it is an offering it may not be burnt upon the Altar (Rambam Comm.). 
However, the shechitah of a non-sacred animal which is found to be a tereifah does 
remove the carcass from the category of neveilah and its attendant tumah, as the 
mishnah will note below, even though it does not permit the animal for consumption. 
It is against this background that the mishnah considers the neveilah status of a bird 
offering on which melikah was performed which was then found to be a tereifah. 


- וְנִמְצָא טְרָפָה‎ py — [If] he performed 
melikah and it was found to be a 


tumah of neveilah — if any — cannot be 
because it is classified as something 


tereifah — 

[A bird offering found to be a tereifah 
is invalid and cannot be burnt upon the 
Altar. Even if it was placed upon the 
Altar in error it must be removed (see 
further 9:3). Thus, its slaughter or me- 
likah does not give it any sacrificial 
validity and its exemption from the 


whose disqualification is in the Holy. ] 


ַבִּי מַאִיר APN WIN‏ מְטַמְּאָה בְּבִית הַבְּלִיצָה; 
R’ Meir says: It does not contaminate‏ -- 
with tumah via the throat;‏ 
[R’ Meir considers melikah equivalent‏ 
to shechitah in regard to removing‏ 
neveilah status. Thus, although the me-‏ 


1. However, Tosafos (69a) state that the Gemara’s ruling to this effect is only according to R’ 
Shimon’s criterion for the dispensation of disqualified offering parts to remain on the Altar, 
but not according to R’ Yehudah’s stricter standard (see mishnah 9:2). In this, Tosafos are 
consistent with their view that the rulings of our mishnah do not all agree with R’ Yehudah’s 
requirements (see above, footnote to s.v., .(אינן מטמאין‎ 
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בְּבִית הַבְּלִיעָה; לא הָיָה פְסוּלָהּ WPA‏ מְטַמָאָה 
MIA‏ הַבְּלִיעָה. וְכָל הַפְּסוּלִים שַמָּלֶק מְלִיקָתַן 


זבחים 
ז/ו 


[PN] 72105‏ מְטַמָאות MIA‏ הַבְּלִיצָה. 


]1[ 591 וְנְמְצָא PND] - TDW‏ אומָר: 
אִינָהּ מְטַמְּאָה MAA‏ הַבְּלִיעָה; 27" 


יד אברהם 


this term and would remain on the Altar. 
However, mishnah 9:3 clearly states that 
they are not included in this term, and must 
be removed from the Altar. Rather, the word 
wp. holy, refers to the offering itself, 6 
disqualification occurred after it reached its 
ultimate level of consecration. [Offerings 
have two levels of consecration. First they are 
orally sanctified (75 ,(קדוּשת‎ but they attain a 
greater level of sanctity — called קְדוּשַת הַגּוּף‎ 
physical sanctity — when they are slaugh- 
tered as an offering. The term wpa 72109 is 
interpreted as those whose disqualifications 
occur when they have reached the stage of 
ultimate consecration. Thus, only disqualifi- 
cations occurring after shechitah or melikah 
are included in this term. Consequent to this 
interpretation, Tosafos have to resort to other 
concepts to explain the non-neveilah status 
of melikah performed with the left hand, or 
at night, or by a non-Kohen. 

Rambam (Comm.) takes a different ap- 
proach. The term w7p3 72:05 is applied to 
situations which disqualify because they 
involve a consecrated offering. This would 
include all disqualifications arising out of 
deviations from the prescribed mode of 
offering — e.g., melikah (or shechitah) per- 
formed at night, or performed by disquali- 
fied persons, et al. [A blemished animal, even 
one which becomes blemished after its conse- 
cration and entry into the Courtyard, is not 
disqualified because it is consecrated; quite 
the contrary, its disqualification prevents it 
from being fully consecrated.] 


APS — does not‏ מְטַמְּאָה בָּבִית הַבְּלִיצָה; 
contaminate with tumah via the throat;‏ 

Offerings whose disqualification is in 
the Holy are not removed from the Altar 
if they have been placed there, as stated 
further in this tractate (9:2). Since their 
melikah has validity in regard to the 
non-removal of the offering from the 
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Altar, it is considered a form of legal 
slaughter and they are not rendered 
neveilah, as explained above (Rav). The 
exemption from neveilah of non-sacred 
[birds] inside and of offerings outside [if 
they were slaughtered with a knife 
according to the laws of shechitah], 
which do not fit into this category, is 
based on Biblical exegesis, as noted 


above. 


לא הָיָה פְּסוּלָה בַּקְדָש, מִטַמְאָה בְּבִית הַבְּלִיצָה. 
[but] if its disqualification is not in the‏ — 
Holy, it contaminates with tumah via‏ 

the throat. 

[Since the offerings in this category 
must be removed from the Altar even if 
they were placed there, their melikah has 
no validity whatsoever. Consequently, 
the bird is rendered neveilah by this form 
of slaughter. This explains the neveilah 
status of turtledoves before their time, 
young pigeons past their time, a bird 
with an atrophied wing, blind eye, or 
missing foot. The neveilah status affect- 
ing a bird on which melikah was per- 
formed with a knife, or an unconsecrated 
bird killed by melikah in the Temple, or 
a consecrated one killed through melikah 
outside, is due to other reasons, as has 
been set forth earlier.] 


All disqualified persons‏ — )93 הַפְּסוּלִים 

All of the people listed at the begin- 
ning of chapter 2 as disqualified to 
perform the avodah viz., the non-Kohen 
onein, etc. (Rav). 

Rav’s commentary is based on the view of 
R’ Yochanan in the Gemara (68b). The 
Amora Rav asserts that melikah performed 
by disqualified persons renders the offering 
neveilah, and explains the mishnah differ- 


[186] 


ON 


contaminates with tumah via the throat. Said R’ Meir: If 
the carcass of an animal, which transmits tumah 
through touching and carrying, [yet] its slaughter rids 
its tereifah of any tumah, [then] the carcass of a bird, 
which does not transmit tumah through touching and 
carrying, does it not follow that its shechitah should 
surely rid its tereifah of any tumah! [Thus,] just as we 
find regarding shechitah that it renders permissible for 
eating, and it [also] rids its tereifah of turnah, so too its 
melikah, which renders permissible for eating, should 
[also] rid its tereifah of tumah. R’ Yose says: It suffices 
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tered according to the rules of shechitah 
is not subject to tumah of neveilah (Gem. 
69b). 


— נִבְלַת הָעוף, APRY‏ מְטַמְאֶָה בְמגָּע וּבְמַשָא, 
[then] the carcass of a bird, which does‏ 
not transmit tumah through touching‏ 

and carrying, 

[Bird carcasses transmit tumah only by 
their presence in a person’s throat, ie., 
when they are swallowed. Thus, they are 
subject to a less stringent law of tumah 
of neveilah, and it should follow that any 
leniency which applies to animal car- 
casses should surely apply to birds.] 


ANDI שְחִיטָתָהּ מְטַהָרֶת אֶת‎ RIAY PT אַינו‎ 
מִטַמְאֶתָה‎ — does it not follow that its 
shechitah should surely rid its tereifah 

of any tumah! 

The kal vachomer proves that a 
proper shechitah has the power to rid a 
bird tereifah of the tumah of neveilah 
(and that this law is not restricted to 
animals). This does not in itself prove 
that a proper melikah does the same. 
This is established by R’ Meir by means 
of an analogy to shechitah, as the 
mishnah proceeds to state (Rav; Rashi). 

Actually, R’ Meir bases his position on 
Biblical exegesis, as stated by the Gemara 
(69b). Nevertheless, he chose to prove his 
position by means of a logical argument, 
since R’ Yehudah obviously did not agree 
with his exegesis (Sfas Emes; cf. Keren 
Orah). [It is reasonable to assume that R’ 
Meir was not aware that R’ Yehudah’s 


[189] 


position, too, was based on Biblical exegesis. 
If he had, he would not have tried to refute R’ 
Yehudah on the basis of logic.] 


AID INA מִכְשַרְָה‎ NY ANY NYA מַה מֶצִינוּ‎ 
— [Thus,] just as we find regarding 
shechitah that it renders permissible for 
eating, 

(When the bird is not a tereifah it is 
rendered permissible for eating by means 


of shechitah. | 


and it‏ — וּמְטַהָרֶת אֶת ANSI‏ מִטְמְאָתָהּ, 
[also] rids its tereifah of tumah,‏ 

[As we have just proved by means of a 
kal vachomer. | 


TIA בְּאָכִילָה,‎ AW שְָהִיא‎ ANP אַף‎ 
מְִטָּמְאֶתָהּ.‎ 7AN|DIW אֶת‎ — so too its melikah, 
which renders permissible for eating, 
should [also] rid its tereifah of tumah. 

[Since melikah for a bird offering is 
analogous to shechitah, it should be 
effective in removing neveilah status 
even from a treifah, just as shechitah 
does.] 

[The Gemara, however, assumes that R’ 
Meir himself does not rely on this argument 
as the basis for his ruling. This may be due to: 
(a) The rule concerning the laws of offerings 
that one cannot use an analogy to derive a 
law which has its basis only in a kal 
vachomer (see Gem. 50b, 51a with Rashi); (b) 
a possible flaw in the kal vachomer itself as 
pointed out by Tosafos (50b, s.v. נבלת‎ mm; 
Tos. R’ Akiva Eiger); or (c) because R’ Meir 
acknowledges the reasoning of R’ Yose 
(further) to be correct (see Sfas Emes).] 
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"27 אוּמָר: מְטַמָאָה בָּבִית הַבְּלִיעָה. אָמָר‎ TTT 
בְמַגָּע‎ TN NT MTA נִבְלַת‎ ON מָה‎ PND 
AnNWw שְחִיטָתָהּ מְטַהָרֶת | אֶת‎ 


זבחים 
זו 


ּבְמַשָא, 


מִטָּמְאָתָה, נַבְלַת הָעוף, שָאִינָהּ מְטַמְּאָה בְמַגָע 
ּבְמַשָא, PT IX‏ שֶתְּהַא שְחִיטְתָהּ NON‏ אֶת 
ANDI‏ מִטְמְאָתָה! מַה wy)‏ בַּשְחִיטְָתָהּ ey‏ 
ANN NX NVM PIMA ANWIN‏ 
ANN 4K ANY‏ שָהִיא AMWID‏ 
בַּאָכִילָה, תְּטְהַר אֶת AN| IO‏ מִטְמְאָתָהּ. רַבִּי "OP‏ 
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likah is ineffective in regard to rendering 
the offering permissible for consumption 
or burning upon the Altar,] it is effective 
in regard to exempting the carcass from 
the tumah of neveilah (Rav; Rambam 
Comm.). In addition to the kal vachomer 
argument advanced by R’ Meir further 
in the mishnah, there is also Biblical 
exegesis adduced by him to prove that 
melikah for a bird offering is as effective 
as regular shechitah (Gem. 69b). 


— רַבִּי יָהוּרָה אומָר: מְטַמְאָה maa‏ הַבְּלִיעָה. 
R’ Yehudah says: It contaminates with‏ 
tumah via the throat.‏ 

In R’ Yehudah’s view, both shechitah 
(even for non-sacrificial birds) and me- 
likah (for offerings) are ineffective in 
exempting tereifah birds from neveilah- 
tumah, as stated clearly in Taharos 1:1 
(Rav; Rashi). R’ Yehudah derives from 
Biblical exegesis that the effectiveness of 
shechitah in exempting a tereifah from 
neveilah status is limited to animals and 
does not apply to birds (Gem. 69b). 


Wx — Said R’ Meir:‏ רַבִּי מַאִיר: 

[R’ Meir attempts to prove his position 
by the argument of kal vachomer. This 
is an argument in which a conclusion is 
inferred from a lenient law to a strict one, 
or vice versa. Logic dictates that if a 
lenient law has a certain stringency, this 
certainly applies to a similar stricter law. 
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Similarly, if a certain leniency applies to 
the stricter law, it must certainly apply to 
the more lenient one. It is this latter form 
of kal vachomer that R’ Meir will apply 
to the argument of this mishnah.] 


OX mM‏ נִבְלַת בְּהַמָה, KY‏ מְטַמְּאָה בְמַגָּע 
If the carcass of an animal,‏ — וּבְמַשָא, 
which transmits tumah through touch-‏ 
ing and carrying,‏ 

(The carcass of an animal contami- 
nates with tumah not only through 
direct contact, but also by being carried 
even without being touched [e.g., in a 
box] (see Lev. 11:39,40). Thus, the nevei- 
lah status of an animal carcass is more 
stringent than that of a bird, whose 
carcass does not contaminate through 
contact and being carried, but only by 
being swallowed.] 


- שָחִיטָתָהּ מְטַהָרֶת ANI NX‏ מִטְמְאָתָהּ, 
[yet [155 slaughter rids its tereifah of any‏ 
tumah,‏ 

The verse (Lev. 11:39) which states the 
tumah contamination of the neveilah of 
a permitted species reads: -} יָמוּת‎ 73} 
אַשֶרדהִיא 022 לְאָכְלָה‎ TAT, And if of 
the animals which are yours to eat die 

. The expression מִןְ-הַבְּהָמָה‎ of the 
animals, implies that only some of these 
animals are subject to neveilah contami- 
nation. The Rabbis inferred from this 
that a tereifah which has been slaugh- 
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that it be like an animal carcass, whose shechitah 


1 cleanses it [of tumah], but not its melikah. 


1. [Tf] any sacrifices became mixed with chatas 
offerings that must be left to die, or with an ox 
that must be stoned — even [if only] one in ten 
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chatas animals must be left to die [ie., 
held in a closed-up place until they die] 
(see Temurah 4:1). [This is in contrast to 
the rule for other non-sacrificable animal 
offerings, which are allowed to roam free 
until they develop a disqualifying blem- 
ish, after which they may be redeemed 
from their consecrated state. The Oral 
Law concerning the five chataos, how- 
ever, is that they cannot be redeemed 
even if they develop blemishes.] 

The five types of chataos (as listed in 
Temurah 4:1,2) are: (1) The offspring of a 
female chatas [which derives chatas 
sanctity from its mother, but cannot be 
offered because it has not been conse- 
crated to atone for any sin]. (2) An 
animal which has been consecrated to be 
the temurah, 1.6., substitute, of an exist- 
ing chatas. [The Torah forbids making 
temurah, substituting for a consecrated 
animal, but stipulates that if it is done, 
both animals are consecrated (see Lev. 
27:10). In the case of a chatas the 
substitute cannot be offered since it does 
not atone for any sin.] (3) A chatas 
whose owner died before it could be 
offered. [Thus, it can no longer be offered 
on his behalf, nor can it be used to atone 
for the sin of any other person.] (4) A 
chatas whose owner subsequently 
atoned for his sin with another offering 
[thereby leaving this chatas-consecrated 
animal with no sin for which to atone]. 
(5) A chatas which has passed its first 
year. [A personal chatas must be a 
female lamb or goat in its first year; once 
its year has passed, it may no longer be 
offered (see Lev. 4:28, 32; Parah 1:3; 
Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 1:14).] 

Although the language of the mishnah 
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would indicate that a valid sacrificial 
animal became mixed up in a larger 
number of invalid chataos, the Gemara 
(70b) explains that the mishnah means 
the reverse — that the disqualified 
chataos became mixed up in a larger 
number of valid offerings (Rav; Ram- 
bam Comm.). The significance of this 
will be discussed below. 


The manner in which the five chataos 
listed earlier are left to die is described by the 
Gemara in Kiddushin 55b as follows: ‘One 
places it in a cell and it dies by itself.’ Rashi 
(there) understands this to mean that the 
animal is not given any food. This may also 
be inferred from the Gemara’s statement in 
Nazir (25a; see Tos. there, s.v. ומאי‎ and Rosh). 
Rashi to Sanhedrin (112b, s.v. בה‎ Yn) indi- 
cates that (after withholding food from it for 
a while) the animal is fed barley to hasten its 
death (by bursting its stomach). No doubt 
Rashi inferred this by analogy to the law 
regarding someone who murdered but who 
cannot be executed because there is insuffi- 
cient eyewitness testimony to convict him 
according to Torah law (Sanhedrin 9:5, 81b; 
see Gem. there). 

Rambam’s formulations of this law (Pe- 
sulei HaMukdashin 4:1, 6:18) do not clarify 
the manner of the death, but do not contra- 
dict the above. 


- או בְשור הַנּסְקָל‎ — or with an ox that 
must be stoned — 

The sentence of death by stoning is 
given to an ox that killed a person, or one 
which has been involved in an act of 
bestiality with a person, if two witnesses 
can attest to the act. Such an ox is 
forbidden for benefit, and all other bulls 
mixed up with it are therefore also 


forbidden (Rav). 


THE MISHNAH / ZEVACHIM — Chapter Eight: Kol HaZevachim II 


אומָר: ANT‏ כְּנִבְלַת בְּהַמָה, שָחִיטָתָהּ מְטְהַרְתָּהּ 


זבחים 


N/T‏ אָבָל לא מְלִיקְתָהּ. 


[א] בָּל ONAN‏ שַנַּתְעָרְבוּ בְחַטָאות Nina‏ 
או בְשור הַנִּסְקָל - אַפִילוּ nox‏ 


יד אברהס 


R’ Yose‏ — רַבִּי N'2IID ANT WINK WY‏ בְּהָמָה, 
says: It suffices that it be like an animal‏ 
carcass,‏ 


There is a cardinal rule that a kal 
vachomer not be used to establish a 
leniency (or stringency) not found in the 
given part of the kal vachomer’s frame- 
work (see Bava Kamma 2:5, 25a,b). Since 
we know clearly only that the shechitah 
of an animal rids a tereifah of the tumah 
of neveilah, it is only this aspect which 
can be inferred by the means of a kal 
vachomer. But we cannot extend this to 
melikah (which is never valid for ani- 
mals). If we accept R’ Meir’s argument 


that an analogy be coupled to the kal 
vachomer, this would result in inferring 
a leniency for birds greater than that 
which is found in regard to animals, the 
very basis for the inference (Rav; 


Rashi). 


ANP אָבָל לא‎ ANIA שְחִיטָתָהּ‎ — 
whose shechitah cleanses it [of tumah], 
but not its melikah. 

]16., that the shechitah of non-sacred 
birds has the power to rid them of the 
tumah of neveilah, but not melikah 
(even of offerings).] The halachah is in 
accord with R’ Yose’s view (Rav; Ram-_ 
bam, Hil. Avos HaTumah 3:12). 


Chapter 8 


The following chapter considers what to do with offerings of different designations 
which become mixed together and can no longer be told apart. Since different 
offerings are subject to different laws and procedures, some of which invalidate the 
others, the confusion can make it impossible to offer any of the animals unless a 
method can be devised to offer them ail in a way which is valid for all of them. This 
same problem applies to consecrated animals that become mixed with non- 
consecrated or forbidden animals. The chapter will present numerous rules and legal 
strategies for resolving these problems, and the laws for dealing with situations in 
which no solution is possible. 

i 


The first mishnah deals with animals disqualified from serving as sacrifices which 
become mixed into a group of consecrated offerings. The mishnah divides these into 
two categories — those disqualified by reason of being condemned to death, and those 
disqualified for any other reason. In the former case, no resolution is possible and the 
entire group must be left to die. In the latter case, the mishnah will offer a strategy for 
salvaging the situation. 

The mishnah concludes with the case of a valid offering which becomes mixed up 
with unconsecrated animals which are themselves eligible to become offerings. 


ning כָּל הַנְּבְחִים שָנִּתְעֶרְבוּ בְחַטָאוּת‎ — [Tf] 
any sacrifices became mixed with 
chatas offerings that must be left to die, 
A chatas offering that must be left to 


משניות / זבחים — פרק ח: כל הזבחים ב' 


die is an animal which has the chatas 
sanctity but cannot be sacrificed for one 
reason or another. The Oral Law teaches 
that in five cases these non-sacrificable 
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thousand — they must all be left to die. 
[If] they became mixed with an ox with which a sin 


has been committed — either [an ox] that has killed a 
person according to [the evidence of] one witness, or 
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sentenced to be stoned which becomes mixed 
up with ordinary (non-sacred) animals, as 
stated in Sanhedrin (80a; see Rambam, 
Nizkei Mamon 11:10)."! 

R’ David Sinzheim (Yad David) argues 
that in fact the ruling of the mishnah refers 
only to the case of the chataos; for an ox that 
is stoned, however, the manner of death is 
different — the entire herd is stoned. How- 
ever, R’ Yosef Chazzan (Chikrei Lev, Orach 
Chaim 82, p. 160 ed. Salonika) argues that in 
a case in which the mixture contains offer- 
ings, we have to contend with the issue of 
denigration of sacred things קָדָשִים)‎ 71733). 
Accordingly, we may not stone the entire 
herd because of the one which is liable to 
stoning. Instead, all are left to die."! 


= May שָנֶעָבְדָה בו‎ WwW. נִתְעָרְבוּ‎ — [If] 
they became mixed with an ox with 
which a sin has been committed — 

{This begins the second category of 
mix-ups discussed by this mishnah — 
those in which a generally disqualified 
animal becomes mixed up with a conse- 
crated offering; see preface.] 

The first of these deals with a mix-up 
between an [unconsecrated] ox with 
which a sin had been committed and a 
valid offering (Rashi). 

Tosafos (71b, s.v. (ויביא‎ point out that 
Rashi explains the mishnah to speak about a 
mixture involving only two animals, one a 
valid offering and the other a disqualified 
animal. This is based on his literal interpreta- 
tion of the singular phraseology used in the 
mishnah’s ruling on this case. Tosafos con- 
tend that the mishnah’s ruling can be ex- 


plained to be compatible with a scenario in 
which the mixture was with numerous valid 
animals (this will be explained further in s.v. 
.(ויביא‎ There does not seem to be any halachic 
disagreement between Rashi and Tosafos; 
their disagreement concerns only the transla- 
tion of the mishnah. 

The term with which a sin has been 
committed includes the many different 
instances listed further. The mishnah 
states first the general term and then goes 
on to list specific examples (Rav; Rashi). 
[This term is used for animals that are 
not subject to capital punishment, or 
even to ‘be left to 616, but which are 
disqualified from being offerings because 
of the sins in which they have been 
involved.] 


gx או שָהָמִית אֶת הָאֶָם עַל פִי עַד‎ - 
either [an ox] that has killed a person 
according to [the evidence of] one wit- 
ness 
The rules governing the acceptability 
of testimony in regard to passing a death 
sentence on an animal are the same as 
those governing a person charged with a 
capital crime (Sanhedrin 1:4). Therefore, 
to have an ox sentenced to stoning for 
killing a person (Ex. 21:28), two wit- 
nesses must testify to the killing before a 
Sanhedrin of twenty-three (Rav from 
Sanhedrin 1:4). This, however, is only in 
regard to having the ox executed. The ox 
itself is disqualified from being an offer- 
ing because of the murder even without a 


1. Rabbeinu Tam (in Tos. to Sanhedrin 79b-80a, s.v. (בשור‎ rules differently where the mixture 
involved chullin, for reasons which do not affect a mixture involving offerings (see Chochmas 
Shlomo and Maharsha there, Tos. here 70b-71a, s.v. (אפילו‎ 


2. The substitution of a death by being left to die for a death by execution — as suggested by, 
Chikrei Lev — should not surprise us. Indeed, in the dissenting view of R’ Yehudah 
(Sanhedrin 80a), a mixture of non-sacred oxen and an ox which is stoned, is not stoned; rather 
all of them are left to die. Other instances of this concept are indicated in Sanhedrin (9:5, 91b) 
where being put in a cell and left to die serves as a substitute for execution when that 


punishment cannot be administered. 
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- xiaqa nox אַפִילוּ‎ — even [if only] one 
in ten thousand — 

[Even if the chatas which must be left 
to die or the ox sentenced to stoning 
became lost in a herd of ten thousand 
consecrated animals, all ten thousand 
animals are prohibited. None of these 
animals may be taken and offered be- 
cause with each of them there is the 
possibility that it is the forbidden animal. 
Since the forbidden animal is not a valid 
sacrifice, it is prohibited for offering; 
because of the doubt, therefore, all ten 
thousand are prohibited.] 

The Gemara (72a) questions why the 
mixture shouldn't be permitted because of 
the general rule of ana ,בְּטוּל‎ nullification in 
the majority. This rule states that whenever a 
prohibited substance becomes mixed to- 
gether with a larger quantity of permissible 
substance, the resulting mixture takes on the 
character of its majority component and the 
prohibition of the minority substance be- 
comes nullified. Thus, the entire mixture 
becomes permissible. By this rule, the prohi- 
bition of the one animal which may not be 
offered should beome nullified in the major- 
ity of valid offerings, and all of them should 
be permissible!”! 

The Gemara responds that living things 
have a special significance which prevents 
them from being nullified (Rav from Gem. 
73a). [This is in line with other exceptions to 


the rule of nullification due to the significant 
nature of the prohibited item — see Gem. 
72a-73a; Yad Avraham comm. to Avodah 
Zarah 5:9.] 

The general remedy given by the mishnah 
for other cases of mix-ups — viz., letting all 
the animals graze until they are blemished so 
that they can be redeemed from their conse- 
crated state — is of no use here. The 
prohibition of an animal under sentence of 
stoning is not removed by redemption; thus 
even after they are all redeemed from their 
consecrated state, they will still all be forbid- 
den for benefit because of the presence of the 
ox under sentence of stoning (Tif. Yis.). 


they must all be left to die.‏ — יָמוּתוּ כָלֶם. 

[Since none of them may be sacrificed, 
they are all left to die (see Tos. 70b-71a, 
s.v. (אפילו אחת בריבוא‎ in the manner of 
the five chataos that must be left to die 
(see above, s.v. [,(בל הזבחים‎ 

The mishnah’s ruling would seem to apply 
to both cases mentioned above: the herd in 
which a chatas that must be left to die 
became lost, and the herd in which an ox that 
must be stoned became lost. It is not clear, 
however, why in the latter case they should 
all be left to die. The ruling of the mishnah 
establishes the principle that in cases of 
mixtures of live animals the minority im- 
poses its stringencies upon the majority. If so, 
then the entire herd should be stoned, not left 
to die. Indeed this is the law regarding an ox 


1. The Gemara’s query needs further explanation. The prohibition to offer an ox that is to be 
stoned is not merely because it is under sentence of stoning, but also because it is not an 
offering (and is thus subject to the prohibition of 7j1y2 pon, [sacrificing] a non-sacred animal 
in the Temple). Accordingly, what will nullification accomplish? It can only remove its 
prohibited status, but it will not make it consecrated. And as long as it is not consecrated, it is 
still forbidden for offering. [See, however, Shaarei Yosher 3:15 and sources cited there in 
regard to the related issue of whether a permissible substance can become forbidden as a result 
of its nullification in a larger amount of prohibited matter.] 

The Gemara’s question must be understood in the context of the mishnah’s three rulings for 
various types of mixtures: (a) Leaving all the animals to die; (b) letting all of them graze until 
they become blemished; (c) selling the group to those in need of such sacrifices (in the case of 
unconsecrated animals mixed up with consecrated ones). It is to explain why this last solution 
is not applicable to the case of the ox that must be stoned that the Gemara addresses its 
question. If nullification were applicable, the prohibition on the ox would be removed, leaving 
it an ordinary unconsecrated animal in a herd of consecrated ones. In this case the last remedy 
would be effective and the entire herd would not have to be left to die (as the mishnah will 


state below). 
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8 [the evidence of] the owner, [or] with an animal that has 
1 committed an act of bestiality, or an animal on which an 
act of bestiality has been performed, or with an [animal] 
designated [for idolatrous sacrifice], or one which has 
been worshipped; or [it became mixed] with a {harlot’s] 
payment, or a [dog’s] exchange, or a mixed breed, or a 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Other possible ways in which this can 
come about is if the animal’s act had been 
witnessed and attested to in court by two 
valid witnesses, but the sentence has not yet 
been pronounced. Although the animal is not 
yet liable to stoning," it is forbidden for 
offering even before sentence is passed. Also, 
if the human participant was a gentile, the 
animal is not liable to stoning, but it is 
nevertheless disqualified as an offering 
(Rav; Rashi; Rambam Comm.)."! These last 
two instances of an animal not under sen- 
tence of death but yet disqualified from 
being an offering because of its involvement 
in a capital sin could have been applied to an 
ox that killed as well (Tos. Yom Tov). 


[or] an animal on which an act‏ — וּבְנֶרְבָּע, 
of bestiality has been performed,‏ 

[Le., an animal (whether male or fe- 
male) which has been the object of a 
man’s unnatural carnal act. The law 
concerning it is identical to that of the 
animal that has committed an act of 
bestiality (see above and Lev. 20:15).] 


YPN — or with an [animal]‏ וּבְנְעָבָד; 
designated [for idolatrous sacrifice], or‏ 


one which has been worshipped; 

Animals which have been set aside to 
be used as idolatrous 5801101008, or 
which have themselves been wor- 
shipped, are not prohibited for use by 
laymen (and are surely not liable to 
stoning),/“! but they may not be used as 
offerings (Rav; Rashi; see Rashi to Lev. 
1:2; Temurah 29a). 


or [it became mixed] with a‏ — וּבְאֶתְנַן, 
(harlot’s] payment,‏ 

]] 6., an animal which has been used to 
pay a harlot for her immoral act. The 
Torah (Deut. 23:19) disqualifies such an 
animal to be an offering.] 


or a [dog's] exchange,‏ — וּבְמְחִיר, 

]1.6., an animal which has been used to 
pay for the acquisition of a dog. The 
Torah (Deut. 23:19) disqualifies such an 
animal as well.] 


or a mixed breed,‏ — וּבְכְלְאִים, 

[The offspring of a crossbreed between 
a goat and a sheep may not be used as an 
offering, although both of the parents are 


1. The Gemara (Sanhedrin 79b) questions whether an ox which has been witnessed 
committing an act punishable by stoning can have sentence pronounced on it after it becomes 
mixed up with other oxen and is no longer identifiable. The opinion of the Sages is that the 
sentence may be pronounced only in the presence of the ox, which in this case is not feasible 
because of the inability to identify it. This is treated as tantamount to not being present (see 
Rashi there). 


2. Rav and Rambam’s commentary is based on Sanhedrin 55a, where the Gemara discusses 
the possibility that if the human partner is a gentile there is no liability for the animal. See 
Rambam, Hil. Melachim 9:6. 


3. The Gemara (Temurah 29a) states that merely setting it aside does not disqualify the 
animal. The idol’s priests must make actual use of the animal in some way to render it 
forbidden for benefit as an idolatrous offering, e.g., they must shear its wool or work with it 
for the benefit of the idol (Tos. Yom Tov; cf. Ravad to Isurei Mizbe’ach 4:4). 


4. There are instances in which an animal that has been worshipped is rendered prohibited for 
use; see Rambam, Hil. Avodas Kochavim 8:1. In those cases the ruling stated here cannot be 
applied. 
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או על פִּי הַבְּעָלִים, בְּרוּבָעַ, וּבְנַרְבָּע, וּבְמְקְצָה, 
וּבְנְעָבָד; וּבְאֶתְנן, וּבְמְחִיר, וְּכְלְאַיִם, וּבְטְרְפָה, 


זבחים 
ח/א 


BAAN יד‎ 


formal death sentence (see Rashi to Lev. 
1:2, s.v. ;ומן הצאן‎ Sifra there; Temurah 
28b). Although the facts which have as 
their consequence the sacrificial disquali- 
fication of an animal must also be legally 
established, sacrificial disqualification is 
like any other question of issur and heter 
(Torah laws concerning what is prohib- 
ited and permissible), for which the 
testimony of a single witness is sufficient 
to establish the facts relating to permissi- 
bility or prohibition עַד אֶחָד נגָאָמֶן]‎ 
ובְּאֶסוּרִים‎ 

We have rendered the conjunction או‎ 
{usually translated or] as either, in accor- 


dance with Tos. Yom Tov and as indicated by 
Rashi. 


or [the evidence of]‏ — או Sy‏ פִּי הַבְּעָלִים, 
the owner,‏ 

[Or the guilt of the ox is known to us 
by the admission of the owner, whose 
testimony is sufficient to prohibit the ox 
from being an offering but is insufficient 
to condemn it to execution.] 

Although a person’s admission is con- 
sidered as valid as the testimony of a 
hundred witnesses when it testifies to his 
financial detriment, the owner's testi- 
mony concerning his ox is insufficient to 
have it executed. This is because this 
punishment is in the category of 03p, 
fine, thereby making his admission sub- 
ject to the rule that one who admits to an 
act punishable by a fine is not liable 
(Rav; Rashi; see Bava Kamma 7:4, 74b). 


His testimony, however, is sufficient to 
prohibit the ox from serving as an 
offering, this being merely a matter of 
observance rather than penalty. 

Tosafos (s.v. by) disagree with Rashi’s 
categorization of the ox’s capital punishment 
as a fine. They assert that the reason the 
owner's testimony is inadmissible in regard 
to executing the ox is because a person’s 
relationship to his belongings (in regard to a 
criminal proceeding) is equivalent to that 
which he shares with his relatives, thereby 
disqualifying the owner to serve as a witness 
in regard to it (see Shitah Mekubetzes §1). 
[Thus, the animal is not sentenced to die even 
if there is yet another witness besides the 
owner (see Sanhedrin 10a with comm.; Rosh, 
end of Makkos ch. 1 et al.; cf. Margalios 
HaYam to Sanhedrin 10a).] 


[or] with an animal that has‏ — בְּרובְעַ, 
committed an act of bestiality,‏ 

[Ie., a male animal that has committed 
an unnatural act of copulation on a 
person.] The Torah (Lev. 20:16) stipulates 
that the animal be put to death as well as 
the human participant who was respon- 
sible for the animal’s action. Such an 
animal, therefore, is in the category of an 
ox sentenced to stoning and is subject to 
the rules of that category. Thus, if there 
had been two valid witnesses to the sin, 
the animal would have been subject to 
execution, but since only a single witness 
or the owner attest to the act, the animal 
is prohibited only for use as an offering 
(see Rashi to Lev. 1:2; Temurah 6:1). 


1. Sifra (to Lev. 1:2), cited in Temurah 28a, seems to indicate that a special Biblical decree is 
necessary (in the context of y373) y217, the animal involved in an act of bestiality; see below) 
to provide the halachic basis for accepting the testimony of a single witness. However, as 
Malbim points out, this credence is entirely consistent with the rules of evidence which apply 
to other matters of issur and heter. It is only in reference to capital punishment, marital law, 
and civil litigation that two witnesses are necessary to establish the facts of the case. In regard 
to stoning the ox there is the novel concept that this too is to be regarded as a capital matter, 
but there is no reason to extend this novelty to the permissibility of the animal to serve as an 
offering. This latter issue is treated no differently than a question of whether an animal has 
been properly slaughtered and is kosher, for which the testimony of one witness suffices. The 
Biblical inference under discussion is needed only to establish that the disqualification of the 
ox for offering is not dependent on a formal sentence of stoning, but on the mere fact that ‘a 
sin was done with it.’ 
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8 tereifah, or [an animal] born by Caesarean section — 
1 they should be left to pasture until they become 
blemished, [after which] they should be sold, and with 
the money of the most expensive of them, he should 
bring the same kind [of offering]. 
[If] it mixed with unblemished, unconsecrated [ani- 
mals], the unconsecrated [animals] should be sold to 
those in need of that kind [of offering]. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


value of the unconsecrated, disqualified 
animal. Thus, before buying any replace- 
ment offering, the person should set 
aside an amount equal to the price of the 
most expensive animal and declare: 
‘Whichever is the money realized from 
the sale of the offering, let it be redeemed 
by this sum of money.’ This second sum 
of money can now be used to purchase 
the same kind of offering which was in 
the mixture of animals, and the replace- 
ment can now be offered on the Altar 
(Rav; Rashi).“ 

Rashi deduces from the mishnah’s refer- 
ence to the price of a single offering — ‘the 
money of the most expensive of them’ — that 
the mishnah refers to a case in which the one 
disqualified animal became mixed with just 
one consecrated animal. 

Tosafos (71b, s.v. ,(ויביא‎ however, point out 
that the mishnah can speak of cases in which 
a disqualified animal was mixed in with 
several valid offerings, as noted in the 
commentary above. In their interpretation 
the mishnah means that with the money of 
[each of] the most expensive of them 1 
of them except for the least expensive], he 
should bring an offering of the same kind. In 
that case he would redeem [with the second 
sum] all the money except for that of the least 


valuable animal (cf. Tosafos R’ Peretz in 
Shitah Mekubetzes §1). 


nnn pena aqyni — [If] it mixed with 


unblemished, unconsecrated [animals], 

An offering became lost in a group of 
unconsecrated and unblemished animals, 
which are potentially all valid for offer- 
ing (Rav; Rashi). 


pad לְצְרִיבִי אותו‎ pond M397 — the 
unconsecrated [animals] should be sold 
to those in need of that kind [of offering]. 

Since the unconsecrated animals are 
themselves fit for use as offerings, there 
is no reason to wait for the mixture to 
become blemished and be sold. Rather, 
the mixture should be sold to people in 
need of offerings of the same designation 
as the one which became mixed into this 
group. The purchasers each buy one of 
the unconsecrated animals in the mix- 
ture, without being able to identify 
which one they have bought. By selling 
to as many people as there are unconse- 
crated animals in the mixture, all the 
animals become consecrated in the same 
designation as the lost offering and they 
can now all be offered. Since the specific 
owner of any given offering is un- 
known, the Kohen does not intend each 
offering to any specific owner but de- 
clares that he performs the avodah for 
whomever the owner may be (Rav; 
Rashi). [See footnote to mishnah 2, s.v. 
[.יקרב לשם מי שהוא‎ 


1. If all the animals are sold to one buyer, it would presumably be sufficient (and easier) to 
have the buyer divide his payment in two parts, with an amount equal to the price of the most 
expensive animal being set aside to pay for the offering — whichever it may be. However, 
Rambam (Comm. to mishnah 2, Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:6) specifies that each animal be sold 
separately. Similarly, Tos. Yom Tov (to mishnah 2) assumes that even if there was only one 
buyer, the transaction has to be done in two stages: The animals must first be sold and the 
seller must then redeem the money. However, as Taharas HaKodesh points out, it is not clear 


why this is necessary. 
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of permitted species.] This is derived 
from the Biblical statement regarding 
offerings (Lev. 22:27): A bull, or sheep, or 
goat; only an animal clearly identifiable 
as one of the three listed species may be 
used as an offering (see Sifra there). 


799033 — or a tereifah, 

]]6., an animal which has one of 
seventy life-threatening defects which 
would prohibit it from being eaten even 
if it were properly slaughtered (see 
Chullin 3:1 with Rav, Rambam, Shechi- 
tah 10:9). It is similarly disqualified from 
serving as an offering even if the defect 
is not apparent and is not in the category 
of a disqualifying blemish [,(מוּם)‎ 


- PT וּבְיוצָא‎ — or [an animal] born by 
Caesarean section — 

The Torah (Lev. 22:27) says in regard 
to offerings: ... 197.73 TY71K ,שור או-כָשָב‎ 
A bull, a sheep, or a goat when it is born 
... The otherwise superfluous phrase 
when it is born is taken to imply that the 
birth must occur naturally in order for 
the animal to be eligible to serve as an 
offering (see Sifra there with Malbim). 


wy — they should be left to pasture 

If any in the above list of disqualified 
animals mixed together with valid offer- 
ings, none of the animals in the mixture 
can be used as offerings. [As stated 
previously (s.v. (אפילו אחת ברבוא‎ the 
concept of nullification cannot be applied 
to live animals, so that the entire mixture 
cannot be used.] Neither can any of them 
be slaughtered outside the Temple as 
unconsecrated animals, since each of the 
animals may be one of the offerings and 
therefore prohibited for slaughter outside 
the Temple (Rav; Rashi). [Redemption 
is also not a viable option here, because 
one cannot redeem a consecrated offering 
as long as it remains unblemished. There- 
fore, they must be left to graze until . . ,[ 


משניות / זבחים - פרק ח: כל הזבחים בי 


until they become blem-‏ — ער שִיסְתָּאָבו 
ished [lit., defiled ],‏ 

[An animal which becomes perma- 
nently blemished is disqualified from 
being offered as a sacrifice. This makes it 
eligible for redemption. The mishnah in 
Bechoros ch. 6 lists the blemishes which 
invalidate an animal as an offering. 
Rambam (Bias HaMikdash 7:1) finds 
that the invalidating blemishes number 
fifty.] 


13197) — [after which] they should be 
sold, 

[Selling is a form of redemption. When 
the mixture is sold, the money received 
for the offerings assumes the sanctity of 
the animals it is replacing and thus 
becomes consecrated, while the money 
realized from the sale of the (unrecogniz- 
able) disqualified animal remains uncon- 
secrated (since the animal it replaces was 
itself unconsecrated).] 

[The context of the mishnah indicates that 
the discussion is about an unconsecrated 
disqualified animal. If the disqualified ani- 
mal had also been consecrated, its money 
would in many cases also become conse- 
crated (see Rambam, Isurei Mizbe’ach 3:10 
and Ravad and commentaries there).] 


PT וְיָבִיא בְדָמִי הַיָּפָה שָבְּהָן מאותו‎ — and 
with the money of the most expensive 
[lit., best] of them, he should bring the 
same kind [of offering]. 

The money, which has now assumed 
the offering’s sanctity, must be used to 
purchase a replacement offering. Since 
the offering may have been the most 
expensive animal, it is necessary that all 
the money realized from its sale be used 
to purchase an equally costly replace- 
ment. 

However, because of the doubt we 
cannot know which coins have assumed 
the consecrated status of the offering and 
which are the ones that represent the 
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₪ Oo 


2 fferings [which became mixed] with [other] 
offerings [of] the same kind, should each be 


offered for whomever [is the owner]. Offerings [which 
became mixed] with offerings [of] a different kind 
should be left to pasture until they become blemished, 
[after which] they should be sold; [then] for the money 
of the most expensive of them, he must bring one of 
each kind [of offering], and make up the difference 


from his own funds. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


not possible to have every owner perform 
semichah on each animal. Semichah involves 
placing a great deal of pressure on the 
animal, and is therefore considered a form of 
work and prohibited to be done with a 
consecrated animal unless prescribed as part 
of the service (see Chagigah 16b). Thus, 
semichah is restricted to the real owner of the 
offering, who is unknown.] 

The Gemara concludes that the ruling of 
the mishnah applies only to women’s offer- 
ings, because women are not obligated to 
perform semichah (Rav; see Kiddushin 1:8, 
36a). In the case of men’s offerings, however, 
the entire mixture must be left to pasture 
until they develop blemishes and can be 
redeemed. Alternatively, each of the owners 
must give a share in his offering to the others 
so they can all perform semichah (Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:4; see Tos. R’ Akiva 
here and Mirkeves HaMishneh)."! 

It would seem that the obligation of the 
owner to perform semichah should pose a 
problem in the last case of mishnah 1 as well, 
since there too none of the owners can 
identify his offering. Perhaps the ruling 
given here applies there as well. See, how- 
ever, Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid 135:11 
who devises a method to circumvent the 
problem in that case. 


Amn בְּשְאִינוּ‎ pn Dw pa ow Ip — Offer- 
ings [which become mixed] with offer- 
ings of a different kind [lit., one kind 
with another kind ], 

{For example, olos and shelamim 
mixed with each other and it is no longer 


known which is the olah and which is 
the shelamim.] It is not possible to offer 
all of them without intending them to be 
any specific offering because of the 
differences in the manner of their blood 
applications, the parts which must be 
burnt upon the Altar, and the laws 
pertaining to their consumption (Rav; 
Rashi). [For example, the meat of the 
olah must be burnt on the Altar and may 
not be eaten, while the meat of the 
shelamim must be eaten and may not be 
burnt on the Altar.] 

17391971 שִיִּסְתָּאָבוּ,‎ Ty יִרְעוּ‎ — should be left 


Ea a de 


to pasture until they become blemished, 

[after which] they should be sold; 
[With this they become eligible for 

redemption, as explained in mishnah 1.] 


MDW וּבְרָמִי‎ TY שָבָּהֶן מִמִין‎ TDW MITA וְיָבִיא‎ 
pan jaw — [then] for the money of 
the most expensive of them, he must 
bring one of each kind [of offering], 
[Since we cannot know which of the 
two offerings was the more expensive 
one, the larger sum of money must be 
spent on each one.] For example, if a 
shelamim became mixed up with an 
olah,the more expensive animal may 
have been the shelamim. Consequently, 
he must consecrate a sum equal to the 
more expensive animal to go toward the 
purchase of another shelamim. He must 
also do this for the olah in the mixture, 


1. [Obviously, Rambam refers only to a mix-up involving olos and shelamim (since one 
cannot become a partner in another's chatas or asham).] However, R’ Akiva Eiger questions 
even this last case on the grounds that the sale of one’s olah or shelamim offerings is seemingly 
not valid (see Pesachim 89b); see Mikdash David 1:18, p. 98. 
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ona‏ [ב] Ara pa owes DAT‏ זָה קרב 

ov> יִקָרַב‎ AN מִי שָהוּא,‎ ow 8 

מִי שָהוּא. DW TP‏ בְּקָרָשים מין בְּשְאִינו WT APD‏ 

TOD) AT pan jaw זֶה, וּבְדָמִי הַיָּפָה‎ pan 
Aman ining 


:ד אברהם 


Tosafos (s.v. nw), referring to a previous 
mishnah (4:6), assert that ideally a Kohen 
should never intend or declare an offering to 


be for anyone, even if the ownership is clear. 
Rather, he should perform the avodah with- 
out specific intent or declaration. 


2. 


The previous mishnah dealt with animals unfit for offering which became mixed 
with valid offerings. The following two mishnayos discuss valid offerings of different 
designations which become mixed up. Although they are all fit for offering, some 


offerings must be offered according to procedures that invalidate other offerings. 


Arna pn קָרָשִים בְּקְדָשים‎ — Offerings 
[which became mixed] with [other] of- 
ferings [of] the same kind, 

For example, a chatas of one person 
became mixed up with the chatas of 
another person, or the olah offerings of 
two different people became confused 
(Rav; Rashi). [Thus, it is not known for 
whom any given offering should be 


offered. | 


In the case of chataos, the problem can 
arise even if the entire mixture belongs to one 
person. Each chatas must be offered to atone 
for the sin for which it was designated; e.g., if 
one desecrated the Sabbath inadvertently 
and set aside a chatas to atone for that sin, 
the offering may not be offered later to atone 
for the sin of eating blood (or any other sin 
requiring a chatas offering). If the offering 
was performed to atone for a sin other than 
the one for which it was originally intended, 
the offering is disqualified (Gem. 9b). How- 
ever, in regard to shelamim and olah offer- 
ings there is no problem when all of the 
offerings belong to one person. 


זֶה OW? IP?‏ מִי ow> 2a AN LNW‏ מִי 
should each be offered for‏ — שַהוּא. 
whomever [is the owner]. [Lit., this one‏ 
should be offered ... and this one should‏ 
be offered . . .‏ 

In order to avoid disqualifying the 
offering [either partially or completely; 
see 1:1] by performing the avodah for a 
person who may not be the owner, the 
Kohen should not specify any individual, 
but should declare that he performs the 
avodah of each offering for whomever is 
the actual owner (Rav; Rashi).™ 

The Gemara (74b) points out, however, 
that there is a problem which cannot be 
circumvented by the strategy stated here. 
There is a law that the owner of an offering 
must perform סְמִיכָה‎ [semichah], leaning, 
upon the offering prior to its slaughter (see 
Lev. 1:4, 3:2, 4:4) — ie., he must press down 
with his hands on the animal's head with all 
his strength (Chagigah 16b). Since the owner 
of each offering is unknown, semichah 
cannot be performed, and the offerings 
should therefore not be sacrificed”! [It is also 


1. See above (mishnah 1, s.v. (וימכרו‎ that Tosafos disagree with this interpretation and assert 
that the Kohen should perform the avodah without making any declaration at all. 


2. Semichah is not essential to the acceptance of an offering (see Gem. 6a; Rambam, Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 3:12). Nevertheless, since semichah is a Biblical mitzvah, one may not initially 
bring an offering for which he will not be able to perform semichah as long as there exists any 
remedy, no matter how difficult or remote. In this case there is the option of leaving the entire 
group to pasture until they become blemished (see Tos. 74b, s.v. (והא‎ 
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8 [If] they became mixed with a bechor- or maaser- 
5 offering, they should be left to pasture until they 
become blemished and [then] be eaten as bechor- and 


maaser- offerings. 


Any [kind of offering] can become mixed up [with 
any other kind] except for the chatas offering [with] the 


asham offering. 


3. | |}f] תג‎ asham offering became mixed with a 
shelamim offering, they should be left to graze 
until they become blemished. R’ Shimon says: Both of 


YAD AVRAHAM 


follow the procedure described in the previ- 
ous case, giving the value of the most 
expensive of the animals for each type of 
offering represented in the mixture.] 

The mishnah does not say here 173197), and 
they should be sold, as in the previous case. 
This is because it is forbidden to sell maaser- 
offerings (see Lev. 27:33 with Sifra, Bechoros 
31b). Thus, the mixture may only be re- 
deemed (Rashi) [since in this method the 
maaser is not affected; the owner specifically 
does not redeem the maaser- and bechor-of- 
fering]. 


W223 193K — and [then] be‏ וּכְמַעָשָר. 
eaten as bechor- and maaser-offerings.‏ 

The stringencies which restrict the use 
of the blemished bechor- and maaser- 
offerings as a result of their unredeemed 
status are applied to the entire mixture. 
Therefore, all the animals must be eaten 
— ie. disposed of — according to these 
restrictions; viz., none of the animals may 
be slaughtered in a slaughterhouse, or 
sold in a butcher shop, or weighed as 
stated in Bechoros (5:1), for this would be 
a degrading commercialization of conse- 
crated meat (Rashi). 


3. 


DVR‏ שֶנִּתְעָרֶב בִּשְלָמִים, Ty wy‏ שִיִסְתָאָבוּ. 
[If] an asham offering became mixed‏ — 
with a shelamim offering, they should be‏ 
left to graze until they become blem-‏ 
ished.‏ 

{Although the blood application of 
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poia Soo‏ לְהַתְעָרָב yin‏ מן הַחַטָאת וּמן 
Any [kind of offering] can‏ - הָאָשָם. 
become mixed up [with any other kind]‏ 
except for the chatas offering [with] the‏ 

asham offering. 

16, any two kinds of offerings can 
become confused with each other and 
unrecognizable, except for the chatas 
and asham. These two offerings can 
never be confused with each other be- 
cause they are brought from different 
types of animals. None of the various 
chataos is a ram (see Lev. ch. 4, 5:1-13, 
14:10,19, Numbers 6:14, 15:22-28), the 
most common form of asham (see Lev. 
5:14-26). Although there are two types of 
asham which are sheep (namely the 
metzora’s and the nazir’s; see Lev. 14:12, 
Numbers 6:12, and comm. to 5:5), a 
species also used for chataos (Lev. 4:32, 
5:6), the ashamos are male sheep, 
whereas the chatas is invariably a fe- 
male. The only male animals ever used as 
chataos are bulls and goats (see Lev. 
4:3,14,23, Numbers 15:24 and chapters 
28-29), and these can never be used for 
an asham (Rav from Gem. 75b). 


both offerings is identical (see above 
5:4,6), there is a difference in the length 
of time allowed for eating each of them. 
The shelamim may be eaten for two 
days and a night, while the asham may 
be eaten for only one day and a night 
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נַתְעָרְבוּ 1933 וּבְמַעָשָר, yy‏ עַד שִיסְתָּאָבוּ 
וְיְאָבְלוּ 71325 וּבְמַעָשָר. 


זבחים 
ח/ג 


1a) מִן הַחַטָאת‎ yin לְהַתַעָרֶב‎ prin 730 


WNT 


T - 


ayy combwa aqynw OWN 1]‏ עַד 


77 שמְעון אומָר: 


שִיִסְתָאָבוּ. 


ONAN יד‎ 


because that offering may in fact have 
been the more expensive of the two 
(Rashi). 


Aman ining 7057 — and make up the 
difference from his own funds [lit., and 
loses the rest from his house [ 

[Since he must replace both offerings 
at the more expensive price, the sum total 
expended for the two will exceed the sum 
realized from the sale of the pair. The 
owner must make good this difference 
out of his own pocket.] 

Even so, the problem is not yet re- 
solved. When a blemished sacrificial 
animal is sold, the money realized in that 
sale assumes the sanctity of the animal 
which it replaces, and it cannot be used to 
purchase any other kind of offering. 
Since in the case under discussion it is 
unclear which animal is which, the status 
of the money is equally unclear and 
cannot be used to purchase any specific 
sacrifice. To get out of this the owner of 
the offerings takes the appropriate sum 
of money from his own resources and 
declares: ‘Whichever is the money real- 
ized from the sale of the blemished 
shelamim, it is redeemed with this sum 
of money.’ He repeats this procedure for 
the olah and by this means obtains two 
sums of money each clearly earmarked 
for the two different offerings. He can 
then purchase a shelamim with the 
shelamim money, and an olah with the 
olah funds (see Rashi 71b, s.v. ;וימכר‎ cf. 
Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 6:6 and 
Tos. Yom Tov). 


f]they became‏ 1[ — נַתְעָרְבוּ 71933 וּבְמַעָשָר, 
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mixed with a bechor- or maaser- offering, 

[Offerings of designations other than 
bechor- (first-born) and maaser- (tithe) 
offerings became mixed up with them. 
The mixture cannot be offered without 
attribution because the blood applications 
of the bechor and maaser differ from 
those of other offerings (see chapter 5).] 

The bechor- and maaser-offerings 
also differ from other offerings in that 
they cannot be redeemed even if they 
develop a blemish (see Lev. 27:33, Num- 
bers 18:17, Temurah 3:5). However, they 
may be slaughtered upon attaining a 
blemish without benefit of redemption, 
and be eaten by anyone, with certain 
restrictions (see Bechoros 2:2 and 5:1). The 
ownership of these offerings does not 
change as a result of the blemish; the 
bechor must still be given to the Kohanim 
and the maaser- offering belongs to the 
owner (Rav). 


wy — they should be left to‏ עַד שַיסְתָּאָבוּ 
pasture until they become blemished‏ 

The entire mixture should be left to 
pasture until they become eligible for 
redemption by developing blemishes. 
Then he should set aside a sum of money 
sufficient to redeem the offerings other 
than the bechor or maaser and declare: 
‘Whichever the offerings may be, they 
are redeemed with this money. As a 
consequence, we are left with a mixture 
of redeemed offerings, and blemished 
bechor- and maaser- offerings, all of 
which may be slaughtered and eaten 
(Rav; Rashi). 


[In this case, too, the redemption must 
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them should be slaughtered in the north and be eaten 


3 according to [the laws of] the more stringent of them. 
They said to him: One may not expose offerings to an 


area of disqualification. 


[If] slices [of offering meat] became mixed with 
[other] slices — [whether it was] most holy offerings 
with offerings of lesser holiness, [or] those which are 
eaten for one day with those which are eaten for two 
days — they should be eaten according to [the laws of] 
the more stringent of them. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


5:6,7). The mishnah chooses the instance of 
the asham which was mixed up with the 
shelamim to demonstrate the extent of R’ 
Shimon’s position. He permits the offerings 
to be sacrificed even in that case, although 
now the less stringent shelamim is con- 
strained not only in the length of its eating 
time, but also in its area [it may not be taken 
out of the Temple Courtyard] and in the 
choice of people who may eat it [it must be 
eaten only by Kohanim] (Shoshanim Le- 
David, Tif. Yis.). 


- נַתְעָרְבוּחָתִיכוּת בַּחָתִיכות‎ — [If] slices [of 
offering meat] became mixed with 
[other] slices — 

[If any of the mix-ups described above 
happened with the meat of slaughtered 
offerings, instead of with live animals.] 

(The mishnah does not deal with the 
question of nullification (5193) here. This 
may be because the mishnah chooses to 
‘speak of an instance in which the different 
types of meat are (roughly) equal in size and 
number. The commentary at the end of this 
mishnah will discuss how the rule of nullifi- 
cation applies to the meat of offerings.] 


D>? OWA OWI קָרְשִי‎ — [whether it 
was] most holy offerings with offerings 
of lesser holiness, 

[If the mix-up was between pieces of 
meat of most holy offerings with those of 
offerings of lesser holiness (see preface to 
ch. 5).] 

[Even if the offering of lesser holiness is a 
todah, which in common with most holy 
offerings is eaten only for a day and a night, 
there are differences between the meat of the 
former. and the latter. The former may be 
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eaten anywhere in Jerusalem and by anyone, 
while most holy offerings must be eaten 
within the Courtyard and only by male 
Kohanim. ] 


- אֶחָ בְּנְאָכָלִים ?2 יָמִים‎ OP? הַנָּאָכָלִין‎ — 
for] those which are eaten for one day 
with those which are eaten for two 
days — 

Or if the pieces that became mixed 
together were both types of offerings of 
lesser holiness, but one was of the type 
which is eaten for one day [and a night] 
while the other was of the type which 
may be eaten for two days, e.g., pieces 
from a todah with those from a she- 
lamim (Rav). 


aw יַאָכְלוּ כָּחָמוּר‎ — they should be 
eaten according to [the laws of ]the more 
stringent of them. 

[In the instance in which the most holy 
offerings were mixed up with offerings 
of lesser holiness, the entire mixture is 
subject to the stringencies of the most 
holy offerings, and all the meat must be 
eaten in the Courtyard solely by male 
Kohanim within a day and night. In the 
second instance, the entire mixture is 
subject to the requirement of being eaten 
within a day and a night.] The question 
of restricting an offering’s eating time is 
not at issue as it was above (s.v. ,((אמרו לו‎ 
since there is no other option available to 
avoid restricting the time (Rav; Rashi). 

The mishnah does not consider the case of 
slices from most holy offerings that were 
mixed up with slices from other most holy 
offerings, because if both were of the most 
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DWI? Wiz - Manga חַתִיכוּת‎ Wyn 
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IAW לשני יָמִים - יְאָכְלוּ כְּחָמוּר‎ 


יד אברהםס 


(ibid.). For this reason the first Tanna 
rules that the offerings cannot be sacri- 
ficed in their unidentifiable state but 
must await the animals’ becoming blem- 
ished and redeemed, as articulated be- 
low. ] 


PY. יִשָחַטוּ‎ ow AMIN רַבִּי שמְעון‎ — R’ 
Shimon says: Both of them should be 
slaughtered in the north 

[R’ Shimon contends that it is not 
necessary to leave them to graze until 
they become blemished (and then redeem 
them). Rather, because their blood 
avodah is identical in all aspects, they 
should be offered in their unidentifiable 
condition, with the Kohen having a 
blanket intention that each be for the 
sake of whatever offering it was desig- 
nated to be.] The stringency which limits 
the asham’s slaughter to the north side 
of the Courtyard can be observed in 
regard to both offerings, since the she- 
lamim’s slaughter is valid anywhere in 
the Courtyard (Rav). If the two offer- 
ings belong to two people, the Kohen 
may simply intend each offering to go 
toward the obligation of whomever con- 
secrated it (Rav; Rashi). 


aw בָּחָמוּר‎ 3K — and be eaten 
according to [the laws of] the more 
stringent of them. 

The asham’s consumption is subject to 
stringencies which do not apply to the 
shelamim. The asham may be eaten only 
within the confines of the Temple Court- 
yard, only by male Kohanim, and for 
only one day and night. By comparison, 
the shelamim’s requirements are more 
lenient since it may be eaten throughout 
Jerusalem, by anyone, and for two days 
and a night (see 5:4,6). To avoid violating 
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the restrictions on the time, place, and 
type of person who may eat, the meat of 
both offerings should be given to a 
Kohen to eat in accord with the more 
stringent rules of the asham. In this 
manner even the owner of the shelamim 
has fulfilled his obligation [since there is 
no obligation for him to eat the meat of 
his offering personally] (Rav; Rashi). 


— אָמָרוּ לו: psx‏ מְבִיאִין קָדָשים ma?‏ הַפְּסוּל. 
They said to him: One may not expose‏ 
lit, bring] offerings to an area of dis-‏ 
qualification.‏ 

It is forbidden to put offerings into a 
situation in which they could conceiv- 
ably be unnecessarily disqualified. By 
slaughtering both offerings and apply- 
ing to them the stringencies of the 
asham, one shortens the time allotted for 
eating the shelamim to a day and a night. 
This exposes it to the possibility of 
needless disqualification if it is not eaten 
in that time (since the shelamim may 
actually be consumed for two days). 
Rather, the offerings should be left to 
graze until they become blemished and 
sold, as explained (in mishnah 2) for 
offerings of different kinds which be- 
come mixed (Rav; Rashi). 

Similarly, placing additional restrictions 
on who may eat of the offering and where it 
may be taken also exposes the offerings to an 
area of disqualification (Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 6:6). 

The halachah is in accord with the first 
Tanna (Rav; Rambam, Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 6:5). 

The ruling of the Tanna Kamma also 
applies to a todah and shelamim offering 
which were mixed up, since the former may 
be eaten for only a day and a night, while the 
latter is eaten for two days and a night (see 
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סס = 


4. [Is the limbs of a chatas offering mixed with the 
‘limbs of an olah offering — R’ Eliezer says: Let 


him place them atop [the Altar] and consider the chatas 
meat on top as if it were wood. But the Sages say: It must 
[be left] until its form becomes marred and [then] be 
taken out to the place of burning. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


of which a part of it is a fire-offering to 
HASHEM ְכָּל שָמְמָנוּ לָאשים]‎ Le, any 
sacrifice concerning which the Torah 
specifies that only a part of it is to be 
burnt upon the Altar, the remainder of it 
[the non-Altar part] is forbidden for 
burning on the Altar. Thus, we derive a 
prohibition to burn upon the Altar the 
part of an offering which is to be eaten 
(Rav from Gem. 76b). 

The mishnah conspicuously departs from 
the example of slices which it used earlier and 
uses the example of limbs here. This is 
because olos may be cut only into a pre- 
scribed number of large sections (see Lev. 1:6 
with Rashi and Sifra). This precludes any 
mix-up with chatas slices (see Shekalim 7:3). 


DS וָוּאָה אָנִי‎ T2997 TA? אומר:‎ WYN רַבִּי‎ 
הוּא עָצִים.‎ 19ND הַחַטָאת מִלְמַעְלֶן‎ Awa - R’ 
Eliezer says: Let him place them atop 
[the Altar] and consider the chatas meat 
on top as if it were wood. 

R’ Eliezer asserts that the ban against 
burning upon the Altar that which must 
be eaten is conditional on the intent that 
the burned substance be accepted as an 
offering. This he derives from verse 12, 
which immediately follows the verse 
cited above: n> וְאֶלהַמִּזְבָּחַ לא--יַעָלוּ‎ 
נִיחחַ‎ but they shall not go up upon the 
Altar for a pleasing aroma. From here R’ 
Eliezer derives that the prohibition ap- 
plies only when the burning 15 per- 
formed with the intent to produce a 
pleasing aroma נִיחחַ]‎ N79] to HASHEM — 
1.6. with sacrificial intent. Thus, in our 
case, in which the confusion of olah and 
chatas limbs prevents any of them from 
being directly burnt upon the Altar as 
sacrificial limbs, R’ Eliezer suggests that 
the entire mixture can be placed upon the 
Altar with the stipulation that only those 
limbs of the olah, whichever they may 
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be, be burnt for the sake of producing a 
pleasing aroma. The limbs of the chatas, 
whichever they may be, are offered with 
the explicit intent that they serve no 
other purpose than as fuel to stoke the 
Altar fire (Rav from Gem. 77a). 


[There are ordinarily other factors which 
prohibit burning upon the Altar the part of 
an offering which is to be eaten: (a) Burning 
constitutes a nullification of the mitzvah to 
eat the meat of the offering; and (b) in many 
cases even a disqualified offering’s parts may 
not be destroyed immediately, but must 
await the passage of a night and the ‘marring 
of its form’ צוּרֶה)‎ Ay) (see below; s.v. תעבר‎ 
.(צורתן‎ Factor (a) has no relevance here since 
the chatas meat can in any case not be eaten 
because of the presence of the olah’s limbs. In 


- regard to factor (b), it is logical to assume that 


it applies only to burning as it is performed 
with disqualified offerings, not to burning 
upon the Altar. This rule is part of the law 
which provides for the dignified safekeeping 
of offerings, burning being viewed as a 
desecration of that dignity. By contrast, 
burning upon the Altar is viewed as an 
honor, and the only question to be consid- 
ered is whether the offering warrants it or 
permits it.] 


But the Sages say:‏ — )03 אוּמָרִים: 
The Sages reject R’ Eliezer’s concept‏ 
that the edible portions of an offering‏ 
can be burned upon the Altar as wood.‏ 
The Sages agree in principle with R’‏ 
Eliezer’s exegesis, but infer from that‏ 
verse that the implied dispensation for‏ 
burning upon the Altar prohibited sub-‏ 
stances if there is no intent that they‏ 
produce a pleasing aroma refers only to‏ 
the substances mentioned in the first part‏ 
of the previous verse — leavening and‏ 
honey — and not to that of which a part‏ 
is offered to the fires (see above, s.v.‏ 
the latter substances (ie, the‏ ;(שנתערבו 
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holy genre there would be no differences 
affecting their consumption; they must all be 
eaten within the Courtyard, by male Ko- 
hanim, for up to one day and a night. The 
only exception to this is the olah, which is 
entirely burnt on the Altar. However, if one 
of the slices was from an olah, the rule that 
they should be eaten according to [the laws 
of] the more stringent of them could not be 
applied. The law concerning such an occur- 
rence is given in the following mishnah. 

As noted earlier, the mishnah does not deal 
with the question of the nullification of the 
smaller number of pieces of one offering in 
the larger number of the other offering. The 
Gemara (Chullin 100a) concludes that a piece 


of meat which is fit to honor a guest with 
[ְחָתִיכָה הֶרְאוּיָה לְהַתְבַּבָּר]‎ is in the category of a 
significant thing חָשוּב]‎ 727] and is not 
subject to nullification. Thus it can be main- 
tained that it is for this reason that a slice of 
one offering is not nullified by slices of other 
offerings (see Tos. 72a, 5. .(אלא‎ There is, 
however, the position of Tosafos elsewhere 
(Chullin 1008, s.v. (אלא‎ that slices of most 
holy offerings do not come under the classifi- 
cation of ‘a piece which is fit to honor a 
guest.’ Thus a piece of offering meat can be 
nullified. However, the question need not 
arise here because the mishnah may simply 
be speaking about a mixture of pieces of 
equal size and number. 


4. 


The previous three mishnayos of this chapter have dealt with the mixing of live 
sacrificial animals. The next two mishnayos consider the problem of sacrificial parts 
and meat that become mixed up with similar pieces of different offerings or of 


non-offerings. 


[If] the limbs of a chatas‏ — אַבָרִי חַטָאת 
offering‏ 

[When a chatas is offered, only a 
portion of its fats and internal organs 
(אָמוּרִין)‎ are burnt upon the Altar.] The 
bulk of the animal’s meat — its limbs — 
is eaten by Kohanim (Rav). [The mish- 
nah speaks of the cut up chatas as limbs, 
because in order for it to have become 
confused with an olah’s carcass, it must 
have been cut up in the same manner as 
an olah. An olah is dismembered not in 
slices but into its constituent limbs (see 
Tamid 4:2,3(.[ 


— שַנְּתְעָרְבוּ בְּאָבָרִי עולֶה‎ — mixed with the 
limbs of an olah offering — 

The limbs of an olah must be burnt 
upon the Altar (Rav). [As a result, none 
of the mixture of edible and sacrificial 
limbs may be eaten because of the 
presence of the olah’s limbs which are 
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prohibited for consumption. Similarly, 
nothing may be burnt upon the Altar 
because one may not burn upon the Altar 
that which must be eaten (such as chatas 
meat). 


The source for this last prohibition is 
the verse (Lev. 2:11): 7-99) כִּי כָלדשָאר‎ 
ab TW מִמָנוּ‎ UPN", for any leaven- 
ing and any honey, you shall not burn 
[upon the Altar] a fire-offering of them 
to HASHEM. The middle phrase of this 
verse — ,לא תַקָטִירוּ‎ you shall not burn — 
is exegetically construed to divide the 
verse into two statements, with the 
prohibition you shall not burn being 
applied to both. Thus, the verse is under- 
stood to mean: (1) וְכֶל-דְּבש‎ IkW-92 כִּי‎ 
,לא-תקטִירוּ‎ for any leavening and any 
honey you shall not burn [upon the 
Altar J; and (2) לָה'‎ TWN מִמְּנוּ‎ VY_PD-N?, 
you shall not burn [upon the Altar that] 
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8 5. [18 the limbs [of valid olah offerings became mixed] 
with limbs of blemished [olah offerings] — R’ 


Eliezer says: If the head of one of them was offered, all 


the heads should be offered; [if] the leg of one [of them 


YAD AVRAHAM 


offerings upon the Altar violates a Bibli- 
cal commandment (see Lev. 22:22 with 
Rashi and Sifra; Temurah 6b). Accord- 
ingly, the mixing of limbs of a valid 
offering with limbs of an offering found 
to be blemished constitutes an obstacle to 
burning any of the limbs. The proper 
procedure would be to leave the limbs 
until their ‘form becomes marred’ and 
then burn them all in the place of 
burning, as in the previous mishnah. In 
this case, however, the Kohen mistakenly 
offered some of the limbs, and this leads 
R’ Eliezer to re-evaluate the status of the 
remaining limbs.] 

The concept that substances burned upon 
the Altar can be ‘viewed as wood’ (according 
to R’ Eliezer) applies only to parts of valid 
offerings which must be eaten; it does not 
apply to parts of blemished offerings. [The 
prohibition to burn upon the Altar the parts 
of valid offerings which must be eaten and 
the prohibition to burn the parts of blem- 
ished offerings, are separate prohibitions. 
According to R’ Eliezer’s exegesis (see comm. 
to mishnah 4), the Torah restricts the prohi- 
bition regarding burning the eaten parts of 
valid offerings to burning them as offerings, 
thereby creating a loophole for parts in- 
tended not as offerings but as ‘wood.’ The 
Torah, however, does not indicate any such 
limitation in regard to the separate blem- 
ished-offering prohibition.] Furthermore, we 
cannot derive this limitation in regard to the 
blemished-offering prohibition by analogy 
to the eaten parts of valid offerings because 
the limbs of blemished offerings are consid- 


ered vixn, detestable (see Gem. 77b). Thus, 
the solution offered by R’ Eliezer in the 
previous mishnah is not suggested by him in 
this case (Tos. R’ Akiva). 


JO קָרַב ראש אֶחָד‎ OX IK רַבִּי אָלִיִעָזֶר‎ — 
R’ Eliezer says: If the head of one of 
them was offered, 

If a Kohen was not aware that parts of 
a blemished offering had been mixed up 
among the valid offerings, and unwit- 
tingly offered the head of one of the 
offerings upon the Altar (Rav). 


all the heads should‏ — 19977 כָּל הֶרָאשין 
be offered;‏ 

The possibility that the head which 
has already been offered was that of the 
blemished offering can be relied upon to 
permit offering the remaining heads 
(Rav; Rashi). The mishnah speaks of a 
case in which the limbs of a single 
blemished offering became lost among 
the limbs of several valid offerings (Tif. 
Yis.) [as may be deduced from the 
mishnah’s use of the plural all the heads 
(for the ones which remain) in contrast to 
the singular head which was inadver- 
tently offered]. Thus the blemished of- 
fering is nullified by the more numerous 
valid ones, on a Biblical level. [Nullifica- 
tion, however, is not sufficient here 
because of the significance of the limbs,” 
which Rabbinically excludes them from 
the law of nullification. This means that 
the obstacle to offering the entire mixture 


is sufficient. According to the first position, most offerings would indeed be burned the 
morning after being slaughtered, but the shelamim, bechor- and maaser- offerings would not 
be burned until two days had elapsed — the time at which they would become nossar. 
According to the latter view, even disqualified shelamim, bechor- and maaser-offerings 
would be burned on the next day. Rambam’s Commentary (here) indicates the latter 
approach, as does Rashi (Pesachim 34a, 73b; see Mikdash David 17:4). 


1. Tosafos (77b, s.v. (הא‎ explain that limbs are in the category of שִבְּמְנְָן‎ 197, things counted 
[i.e., sold] in their own right [i.e., in units and not by weight]. They are therefore not subject to 
nullification (see Gem. 72b; and Yad Avraham comm. to Avodah Zarah 5:9). 
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offering parts to be eaten) may not be 
burnt upon the Altar even with the 
explicit intent that they be considered as 
wood (Gem. 77a)! Consequently, 
chatas limbs may not be burnt upon the 
Altar even as wood, and therefore none 
of the mixture can be offered upon the 
Altar (Rav). The Sages, therefore, rule: 


Nayn — It must‏ צוּרְתֶן KY‏ לָבִית הַשָרַפָה. 
[be left] until its form becomes marred‏ 
and [then] be taken out to the place of‏ 
burning.‏ 

The offering must be treated in the 
same manner as offering materials which 
cannot be offered upon the Altar (Rav). 

The rule regarding the burning of 
disqualified offerings is stated in Pe- 
sachim (82b, see there 7:9): ‘Whenever 
the disqualification is inherent in the 
offering [i512 15305] (e.g., it is piggul, or 
was taken out of the Temple, et al.), it 
should be burned (in the place of ashes) 
immediately; but if it is disqualified 
because of its blood (which is not avail- 
able for application because it spilled or 
became tamei), or because of its owners 
(e.g., a pesach-offering whose owners 
cannot eat it for any of a multitude of 
reasons), it should first be left for its form 
to become marred and [then] be taken 


out to the place of burning.’ In the case 
under discussion, therefore, because there 
is no disqualification at all but merely a 
mix-up which precludes consumption of 
the offering, it must be left until its form 
is marred before being burned on the 
place of ashes. 

May, the marring of [its] form, is‏ צוּרָה 
defined by most commentators as leav-‏ 
ing the substance until the morning after‏ 
its avodah has been performed.”!‏ 

Rambam in his Commentary to Pesachim 
(7:9) defines it as rotting (see also R’ 
Chananel to Pesachim 34b). However, in his 
Commentary to our mishnah he says: ‘It 
should be left until it is disqualified’ (i.e., until 
the next morning). In his Code (Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 19:2, Korban Pesach 4:3), he 
does not indicate which definition he holds. 

Once the offerings have become 
‘marred,’ they are taken to the ma 
mp wa, place of burning. There were two 
areas designated places of burning. One 
was the הַגָּרול‎ Jw ma, lit., great place of 
ashes, located in the Courtyard at a spot 
to the east of the Altar (Sifra 1:16; see 
comm. to 12:5 s.v. הדשן‎ maa (נשרפין‎ and 
the other was on the Temple Mount (see 
Gem. 104b). Sacrificial substances dis- 
qualified inside the the Courtyard were 
burned at the site inside the Courtyard 
(see Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:3). 


כ 


- אִבְרִין בְּאַבָרִי בַּעָלִי מוּמין‎ — [If] the 
limbs [of valid olah offerings became 


mixed] with limbs of blemished [olah 
offerings] — 


16., the limbs of numerous olah offer- 
ings were mixed with the limbs of a 
single blemished offering (Rav; Rashi). 

[One who offers parts of blemished 


1. The Sages do, however, accept the principle of ‘viewing as wood’ in regard to 
non-sacrificial substances, and even in regard to the parts of some disqualified offerings. This 
will become evident in the mishnayos which follow. See comm. to mishnah 6, s.v. יש בו‎ ON. 


2. Tosafos (Pesachim 15a, s.v. 191) ponder whether the determinant that a substance has had 
‘its form marred’ is that it has reached the time when it would have been disqualified because 
of nossar, or whether nossar disqualification is not necessary and the mere passage of a night 
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was offered], all the legs should be offered. But the Sages 
say: Even if all of them have been offered except for one, 


it should be taken out to the place of burning. 


6. [18 blood mixed with water — if it has the color of 


blood it is valid. [If] it mixed with wine, we view 


YAD AVRAHAM 


ODT)‏ אוּמְרִים: אַפִילוּ 1992 yin D273‏ מַאֶחָד 
a — But the Sages say: Even if all of‏ 
them have been offered except for one,‏ 

[Even if all the heads or legs except for 
one have already been placed on the 
Altar, thereby greatly strengthening the 
probability that the disqualified part has 
already been offered, the remaining piece 
may not be offered.] 

The principle that probabilities are decided 
according to the majority אַחַר הָרוב)‎ 427), 
which should lead us to assume that the 
invalid limb was among the greater number 
of limbs which have already been offered 
and that the remaining piece is therefore 
permissible for offering, is not applied here 
(see Gem. 74a where this concept is suggested 
and later rejected). 

The Gemara (77b) implies that the term 
one of them refers to one pair of limbs. If only 


one limb was left, even R’ Eliezer would not 
permit it to be offered, as explained earlier 
(Rav). 


mp wi לָבִית‎ Ky? — it should be taken out 
to the place of burning. 

The mixed parts should be burned in 
the place in the Temple Courtyard desig- 
nated for the incineration of disqualified 
sacrificial substances (Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 6:21; see comm. to end of 
mishnah 4). 

Tosafos (77b, s.v. Xm) consider the idea 
that, on a Biblical level, the Sages concede to 
R’ Eliezer that a mixture of blemished and 
unblemished animals may be offered upon 
the Altar; they prohibit this only on a 
Rabbinic level. Hence, if the mixture was 
offered upon the Altar, it should not be 
removed (see further 9:3). 


6. 


The next six mishnayos deal with mix-ups involving the blood of offerings. This 
mishnah begins by considering the case of offering blood which became mixed 
together with non-sacrificial liquids such as water, wine, or the blood of 


non-consecrated animals. 


- oma aqyniw בֶּם‎ — [If] blood mixed 
with water — 

Water fell into a sacred vessel contain- 
ing the blood of an offering which had 
not yet been thrown (Rav from Gem. 
78a). [The question is now whether the 
mixture may be thrown against the Altar 
to fulfill the requirements of zerikah.] 


ox — if it has the‏ יָש בו מַרְאָה 07 כָּשָר. 
color [lit., appearance] of blood it is‏ 
valid.‏ 

[If the mixture retains the appearance 
of blood, it may be used for zerikah, even 
if there is more water in the mixture than 
blood (Rashi 78a). The blood is not 
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nullified by the water, because nullifica- 
tion takes place only when the substance 
to be nullified is not recognizable in the 
mixture. Thus, the water cannot nullify 
the blood as long as the blood can still 
color the water. Since the blood is not 
nullified, the avodah is valid when the 
mixture is applied to the Altar.] 

The fact that water, too, is applied 
poses no obstacle since there is no intent 
to offer the water; the intent to offer is 
directed only at the blood. Although the 
Sages in mishnah 4 dispute R’ Eliezer’s 
assertion that the non-sacrificial limbs of 
a chatas may be offered on the Altar 
when they are ‘viewed as wood,’ they 
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is only Rabbinical.) See Yoreh Deah 
101:3.] At the same time, the prohibition 
to offer each of the remaining heads is 
due only to the possibility (p59) that a 
prohibition will be transgressed. Since 
this prohibition is only Rabbinic, it is 
lifted after one of the heads has been 
offered, because it is now possible that 
the invalid head is no longer in the 
mixture at all (from Tos. 74a, s.v. ,רב‎ and 
Rashi to Yoma 64a). 


The rule that Rabbinic prohibitions are 
lifted in cases of doubt [סְפִיקָא 72779 לְקוּלָא]‎ 
cannot be employed here to permit burning 
in a case in which a head has not been 
offered. Since the rule would be equally 
relevant to each individual head, the categor- 
ical application of the rule would result in 
permitting all of the heads to be offered — a 
clear transgression of the Rabbinic prohibi- 
tion. Therefore, the rule is applied only when 
one head has been offered inadvertently, 
making the transgression of the prohibition 
uncertain even if all the limbs are offered. 


The Gemara (77b) asserts that R’ 
Eliezer does not permit the heads to be 
offered individually. Rather, two heads 
must be offered together so that the act 
of offering has definite justification, 


since one of the heads is surely from a 
valid offering (Rav; cf. Rashi to Gem.). 


[if]‏ — כַּרְעו 7M INN Sw‏ ?931977 הַכְּרָעִים. 
the leg of one [of them was offered], all‏ 
the legs should be offered.‏ 

[Similarly, if the leg of one of these 
animals was inadvertently offered, all the 
remaining legs should be offered.] 

{The mishnah printed in the Gemara reads 
אֶחָד‎ Sw my 9, the legs (plural) of one, i.e., all 
four legs of one animal were offered. Simi- 
larly, in the quote from this mishnah in 
Yoma 64a the reading is ry 3, its legs. 
Shinuyei Nuschaos establishes that this is the 
reading which appears in almost 1 
manuscript versions of the mishnah and 
some old printed editions as well. The ver- 
sion printed in our editions of the Mishnah, 
however, poses a technical difficulty. The 
front legs of an animal can be distinguished 
from its hind legs, as well as the right leg 
from the left. If so, when only one leg was 
offered — 6.8., the front right leg — only the 
remaining front right legs should be allowed 
for offering, not all the legs. ] 

The word כרעים‎ meaning legs is used by 
the Torah in connection with sacrificial 
animals (Lev. 1:9; see Rashbam there). It 
derives from the verb ,לברע‎ to kneel (Radak, 
Shorashim). 


1. Rashi in Yoma gives a different basis for the premise that the prohibition at issue is only 
Rabbinic. According to R’ Eliezer there is a Biblical decree that the prohibition against burning 
blemished offerings upon the Altar does not apply to mixtures (see Gem. there 64a, here 77b). 
This explanation should lead to the conclusion that R’ Eliezer permits the mixture to be burnt 
even where the valid offering parts are not in the majority; however, Rashi (here) and Rav 
seem to assume that R’ Eliezer’s exegesis applies only to situations in which nullification by 
the majority can come into play. Our commentary has retained Rashi’s (Yoma) explanation 
that the leniency is because it is a case of doubt regarding a Rabbinic prohibition, but we have 
substituted the reason of ‘nullification’ to explain why the prohibition is only Rabbinic. This 
reason is given by Tosafos (77b, s.v. (הא‎ in a different context. 

Elsewhere, Tosafos (74a, s.v. 19) explain that R’ Eliezer’s dispensation is based on a two-fold 
exemption: nullification, and a Biblical decree that the prohibition does not refer to mixtures 
at all, It is possible that this approach is compatible with Rashi, but we have refrained from 
stating this in the comm. in order not to complicate an already very complex passage. 
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8 it as if it were water. [If] it mixed with the blood of an 
7 animal or the blood of a beast, we view it as if it were 
water. R’ Yehudah says: Blood cannot nullify blood. 


7. [18 it mixed with the blood of invalidated [offer- 
ings], it should be poured into the canal; [if it 
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an offering is evaluated as water. If it is 
determined that the offering’s blood 
would give the mixture a blood-like 
appearance even if the liquid were water, 
then the mixture may be used to perform 
zerikah (Rav)."' 

Tos. (78b-79a) point out an obvious diffi- 
culty. If the Sages consider that like sub- 
stances can nullify each other [מִין בְּמִינו בָּטֶל]‎ 
why do they require that we view it as if it 
were water before applying the concept of 
nullification? The Gemara states in many 
places (see 79a) that a simple majority is 
sufficient to nullify a like substance. Tosafos 
do not offer a solution to this problem. 


DJ Svan 07 pe nix TM רַבִּי‎ — RF’ 
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ayn — [If it mixed with the‏ בְּרַםפּסוּלִין, 
blood of invalidated [offerings],‏ 

If the blood of a valid offering became 
mixed with blood from an invalid offer- 
ing, e.g., from an offering slaughtered 
with an intent to consume it past its time 
[piggul] (Rav), or an animal that had 
been involved in an act of bestiality 
(Rashi), or any other disqualified animal 
(Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:23).”! 


WOW? — it should be poured into‏ לָאַמָה; 
the canal;‏ 

A canal ran through the floor of the 
Courtyard, from where liquid wastes 


Yehudah says: Blood cannot nullify 
blood. 

R’ Yehudah derives from Biblical ex- 
egesis that the concept of nullification is 
restricted to mixtures consisting of differ- 
ent kinds of substances, but ‘a kind 
[mixed] with a like kind is not nullified’ 
[ba בְּמִינו אִינו‎ pn]. Even if a single drop 
of offering blood is mixed with a great 
amount of other blood, it is nevertheless 
valid for throwing, in R’ Yehudah’s view 
(Rav; Rashi). 

The halachah is not in accord with R’ 
Yehudah’s view (Rav; Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:22; see also Maachalos 
Assuros 15:1, Yoreh Deah 98:1). 


were channeled out to the valley of 
Kidron (southeast of the Temple Mount). 
[This canal was one cubit wide, hence the 
name amah, lit., cubit. } 

The principle stated above, that blood 
remains valid for zerikah if it is of 
sufficient quantity to give its color to a 
mixture with water, is not applied here 
because of a Rabbinical decree. The Sages 
were concerned that permitting 8 mix- 
ture of valid and invalid blood to be 
thrown might be misconstrued as a 
validation of the disqualified blood as 
well, and this might lead in the future to 
throwing even undiluted disqualified 


1. Above in this mishnah, s.v. יש בו‎ OX, we have explained why throwing unconsecrated 
water together with valid blood poses no problem. The same explanation applies to the blood 
of unconsecrated animals and beasts. Their blood may be ‘viewed as water.’ 


2. Tos. Yom Tov assumes that Rav also agrees to Rashi’s and Rambam’s inclusions of 
disqualified animals. Rashash questions this and points to Rav’s commentary in the next 
mishnah as proof that he differentiates between the blood of invalidated offerings (such as 
piggul) and the blood of animals disqualified from becoming offerings (such as those listed in 
mishnah 1 of this chapter). This will be explained further in the comm. to mishnah 8, s.v. 


OF.‏ תמימים 
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זבחים 
W/m‏ 


703 דֶּם. 


O73 TON? Ww prwsom AWN! נזז‎ 


ONAN יד‎ 


agree to this concept in regard to these 
mixtures of blood. They dispute R’ 
Eliezer only in regard to parts from valid 
offerings (e.g., the parts of a chatas 
which should be eaten), not concerning 
unconsecrated substances (such as water), 
or even substances from disqualified 
offerings, as in mishnah 7 (Tos. Yom Tov 
from Tos. 77b, s.v. בדם‎ and 79b ;במאי.ט.5‎ 
see comm. to mishnah 8, s.v. תמימים‎ 04). 

The term color of blood is meant 
literally. The mixture must have the 
appearance of blood; it is not sufficient 
that the water be somewhat reddened by 
the blood (Tos. 77b, s.v. .(רואין‎ [If the 
appearance of blood is not retained, it is 
nullified. Consequently, it cannot be used 
to validate the offering, and the entire 
mixture is poured out.] 


The Gemara (78a) states that’ since the 
mishnah’s ruling is based on the non-nullifi- 
cation of blood, it holds true only if the water 
spilled into the blood. If the blood spilled into 
the water (gradually), each drop of blood 
would be nullified as it entered the water, 
and would not revert to its status of valid 
blood when the total amount of blood later 
became sufficient to give the mixture the 
appearance of blood (Rav). 

Although this concept is not applied to 
general prohibitions [where the rule is that a 
nullified substance can be reinvigorated by 
the infusion of an additional amount of the 
original substance (niy3) 11M)], consecrated 
substances are subject to 8 special rule. This is 
the concept of 7107, rejection of an offering, 
which dictates that once a consecrated sub- 
stance has been disqualified for use as an 
offering, it can never regain its valid status. 
Since the earlier drops of blood to fall into the 
water are insufficient in themselves to give 
the mixture the appearance of blood, they 
become nullified at that moment and unfit 
for zerikah. Having been momentarily dis- 
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qualified, they become permanently rejected 
and cannot be counted with the later drops 
towards the required percentage of valid 
blood. The later drops, therefore, also become 
invalidated because they too are insufficient 
in themselves to color the water sufficiently 
(Tos. R’ Akiva from Gem. 78a, Rashi; see 
also Tos. 77b s.v. ,רואין‎ Bava Kamma 100b 
,אומר .צ.5‎ et al.). 

£079 הוּא‎ I9ND אותו‎ PRID, Pa DIN — [If] 
it mixed with wine, we view it as if it 
were water. 

The red color of the wine masks the 
color of the blood. In order to determine 
whether there is a sufficient amount of 
blood in the mixture, therefore, one must 
evaluate what the situation would have 
been had the wine been water. If the 
amount of blood would have sufficed to 
give the water the appearance of blood, 
then it is not nullified by the wine and it 
may be thrown. If the amount of blood is 
so small that water would not have been 
colored to the appearance of blood, the 
mixture of wine and blood is not valid 
for zerikah (Rav; Rashi). 


Ayn) — [If]it mixed with the‏ בְּדַם בְּהָמָה 
blood of an animal‏ 

Le., with the blood of an unconsecrated 
animal (Rav; Rashi). 


or the blood of a beast,‏ — או OFA‏ חַיָּה, 

beast, refers to undomesticated‏ ,הַיה] 
animals (such as deer). It contrasts with‏ 
mia, animal, which refers to livestock‏ 
(e.g., cows, sheep, goats). None of the‏ 
beasts, even those which may be eaten,‏ 
can be used as offerings. Thus their blood‏ 
is perforce non-sacrificial.]‏ 


PRIN — we view it as‏ אותו 19ND‏ הוּא מַיִם. 
if it were water.‏ 
The blood of an animal which is not‏ 
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8 mixed] with draining blood, it should be poured into the 
8 canal. R’ Eliezer validates [it]. If he did not take counsel 
and applied [the blood to the Altar], it is valid. 


8. ] T£] blood from unblemished [offerings mixed] with 
blood from blemished [offerings], it should be 


poured into the canal. [If] a cup [of blood became mixed 


YAD AVRAHAM 


ONIN OT —‏ בְּרַם בַּעָלִי מוּמִים, JW?‏ לָאָמָּה. 
[If] blood from unblemished [offerings‏ 
mixed] with blood from blemished‏ 
[offerings], it should be poured into the‏ 

canal. 

Here too there is Rabbinic prohibition 
to throw the mixed bloods (Rashi), so 
that people not assume that it is permit- 
ted to throw the blood of a blemished 
animal [even when it is not mixed] (see 
comm. to mishnah 7, s.v. (ישפך לאמה‎ 

It is clear from Rashi that on a Biblical level 
it would be permitted to throw the mixed 


8. 


Torah’s injunctions regarding blemished of- 
ferings: . . ,לְאדִתַקָרִיבוּ.‎ You shall not offer... 
(Lev. 22:22-25; see Rashi and Sifra there, 
Temurah 6a,b), prohibit consecrating, 
slaughtering, and throwing the blood of 
blemished offerings. Nevertheless, the mix- 
ture may be applied, as in the cases outlined 
in mishnah 6 (blood of animals and beasts) 
and 7 (blood of invalidated offerings and 
draining blood), in which there is also a 
prohibition against throwing the blood of a 
disqualified offering or non-sacred animal 
on the Altar. This is because the intent to 
‘offer’ is directed solely at the valid compo- 


nent and there is no intention to apply the 
disqualified (or non-sacred) blood. In such 
cases we view the non-sacrificial blood as 


blood, although throwing the blood of a 
blemished offering on the Altar violates a 
negative Biblical commandment. The 


acceptance of completely (ie., unmixed) disqualified blood, but rather the possibility that a 
mixture of valid and invalid blood might be thrown even when the mixture does not meet the 
minimum standard set forth in mishnah 6. As taught there, only mixtures in which the 
volume of valid blood is sufficient to impart an appearance of blood to the entire mixture 
retain their validity; if the valid blood does not meet this criterion it is nullified on a Biblical 
level and throwing it is not considered zerikah at ali (see Taharos HaKodesh to Tos. 79b, s.v. 
.(הבי‎ It is R’ Eliezer’s opinion that this possibility is a concern only in the case of a mixture of 
valid and disqualified blood, but that it need not trouble us in the case of drained blood, since 
it is unusual that there be a sufficient amount of drained blood to nullify the life-blood. The 
same cannot be said in the case of a mixture of valid blood with blood from an invalidated 
offering, since it can very well happen that the latter’s life-blood will be sufficiently greater to 
nullify the valid offering’s life-blood. Consequently, R’ Eliezer concurs in that case that the 
mixture is Rabbinically prohibited and should be poured into the canal (Gem. 79b). 

Rashi (to the next mishnah) follows Rav Pappa’s explanation. Rav inexplicably combines 
both views in his commentary, and presents them as if they were not contradictory (Tos. Yom 
Tov). See Chiddushei R’ Yosel Chasid (appended to the Mishnah ed. Vilna) for an attempt to 
reconcile Rav’s commentary with the Gemara. 


1. Rashi explains the concern to be that a mistake might be made to permit throwing the 
mixture even when the percentage of valid blood is too small to justify zerikah. In this he 
follows Rav Pappa’s explanation (as noted in the fn. to mishnah 7). Rav here gives this 
explanation as well. Accordingly, R’ Eliezer concurs here because it would not be unusual for 
the volume of the invalid blood to be sufficient to nullify the valid blood, so that the Rabbinic 
ordinance set forth in the previous mishnah should apply (Rav; Rashi). {It follows from the 
above that even when the minutest amount of invalid blood was mixed in, the ruling of the 
mishnah would apply because of the Rabbinic enactment.] 
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blood. Consequently, they forbade 
throwing a mixture of valid and invalid 
blood (Rav from Gem. 79b; see Rashi 
and Tos. s.v. הכי‎ there). This concern is 
not relevant to the cases of mishnah 6 
[where the blood was mixed with water 
or blood of an unconsecrated animal or 
beast], since no one would mistakenly 
assume that water or non-sacred blood 
may be used for zerikah (Tos. 79b, s.v. 
.(הכי‎ 

It is clear from this that there is no Biblical 
impediment to throwing the blood of dis- 
qualified offerings along with the blood of 
valid offerings. See mishnah 6, s.v. יש בו‎ DX; 
the explanation articulated there is applicable 
here too. 


[if it mixed] with draining‏ — בְּדַם תַּמְצִית, 
blood,‏ 

The only blood which may be used for 
zerikah is the w9a7 07, life-blood, i., the 
blood which spurts from the animal’s 
neck as a result of the slaughter (mishnah 
3:1). The blood which continues to drain 
after the spurting has stopped is called n7 
myn, draining blood, and it is not valid 
for the performance of the avodah. The 
Torah states in regard to animal blood 
(Lev. 17:11): 128) הוא‎ DFA בִּינָפָש הַבָּשָר‎ 
1929 הַמִזְבָּחַ‎ by גְתַתִּיו לָכֶם‎ For the life of 
all flesh is in the blood, and I have given 
it to you upon the Altar to atone. The 
implication is that only the blood which 
gushes forth while the life leaves the 
body is valid for the throwing (Rav; see 
Kereisos 22a; Rambam, Maachalos As- 
suros 3:3). 


Ww? — it should be poured into‏ לָאַמָּה. 
the canal.‏ 

The reason is the same as in the 
previous case. The Sages were apprehen- 
sive that a ruling permitting the mixture 
to be thrown could lead to the erroneous 
conclusion that drained blood, too, is 
valid for zerikah (Rav). 


R’ Eliezer validates‏ — 129 אָלִיעְזֶר מַכְשִיר. 
[it].‏ 

R’ Eliezer holds that as a rule, Rabbinic 
ordinances are not enacted to cause an 
offering to be invalidated. The validation 
of an offering is a consideration which 
should override any concern about erro- 
neous conclusions (Gem. 79b with Rashi 
s.v. .(בגוזרין‎ Accordingly, R’ Eliezer also 
disputes the mishnah’s first ruling in 
regard to valid blood which mixed with 
the blood of invalidated offerings and he 
permits such a mixture to be thrown 


(Gem. ).™ 


ox — If he did not‏ לא 7212 JO‏ כָּשָר. 
take counsel and applied [the blood to‏ 
the Altar], it is valid.‏ 

If the Kohen performing the avodah 
did not inquire of the Rabbinical authori- 
ties what to do with the mixed blood but 
went ahead on his own and threw it, 
even the Tanna Kamma agrees that the 
zerikah is valid. Since the valid blood is 
not essentially disqualified, rather it is 
merely prohibited to be thrown by Rab- 
binic ordinance, the service is valid post 


facto (Rav; Rashi). 


1. The above reflects the thinking of the Amora Rav Zevid. Rav Pappa disagrees with this 
interpretation. In his opinion, even R’ Eliezer agrees that Rabbinic ordinances may be enacted 
that result in the invalidation of offerings. Accordingly, R’ Eliezer agrees to the mishnah’s 
earlier ruling which prohibits throwing a mixture of valid and invalid blood. However, R’ 
Eliezer understood that the concern which prompted this decree was not the possible 
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up] among [other] cups [of blood] — R’ Eliezer says: [If] 
one cup was offered, they should offer all the cups; but 


the Sages say: Even if all [the cups] but one were offered, 
it should be poured into the canal. 


9. [18 those [bloods] which are applied below mixed 

with those [bloods] which are applied above — R’ 
Eliezer says: Let him apply [the blood] above and view 
the lower [blood] which is above as if it were water; and 


YAD AVRAHAM 


was offered, they should offer all the 
cups; 

[If one cup of blood was inadvertently 
thrown on the Altar, making for the 
possibility that all the remaining cups 
contain valid blood, they should all be 
thrown on the Altar.] R’ Eliezer follows 
the ruling he previously stated in regard 
to offering a mixture of limbs of chatas 
and olah offerings (mishnah 5). The 
repetition is necessary because it might 
otherwise have been thought that R’ 
Eliezer’s earlier ruling applied only to the 
case of limbs, where the acceptance and 
atonement of the offering is not at issue 
[since the burning of sacrificial parts is 


not an essential avodah], but not to a 
mixture of bloods in which the validity 
of the zerikah and the atonement of the 
offering are at stake (Rav from Gem. 
80a). 


ONIN 0)‏ אָפִילוּ 3997 כְלֶם חוּץ מַאֶחָד 
WW? Ja — but the Sages say:‏ לָאָמָה. 
Even if all [the cups] but one were‏ 
offered, it should be poured into the‏ 

canal. 

[The Sages hold to the view they 
expressed in mishnah 5, that the fact that 
one unit of the mixture has been offered 
does not change the status of the remain- 
der.] 


a. 


myn? panaa — [If] those [bloods] which 
are applied below 

[The blood of all animal offerings 
except the chatas is applied to the bottom 
half of the Altar,] below the red line 
which circles the Altar (Rav). 


- myn? papa wynaw — mixed 
with those [bloods] which are applied 
above — 

Le., the blood of a chatas (which is 
applied above the red line) mixed to- 


gether with the blood of any other 
offering (Rav). 

[The principle of nullification has no 
relevance to this problem. The Gemara states 
in a number of places (81b et al.) that p?iy Px 
אֶת זֶה‎ at pyvan, substances which are offered 
upon the Altar cannot nullify each other,""! 
This is derived from the facet of the Yom 
Kippur service which requires that the blood 
of the bull and he-goat chatas offerings be 
mixed together in order to sprinkle the 
mixture upon the inner, golden Altar. The 
Torah (Lev. 16:18), however, persists in refer- 


1. Rambam does not formulate this rule explicitly anywhere (as far as this writer has been able 
to ascertain). In regard to blood which was mixed in with water, wine, and the blood of 
animals or beasts, he states the criterion that in order for the blood not to be nullified, it must 
be of sufficient quantity to impart its color to the other substance if it were water; yet he does 
not state this criterion in regard to two valid bloods which were mixed together (Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:11,22). Nevertheless, this cannot be taken as conclusive evidence that 
Rambam endorses the rule concerning offering substances, since in his formulation of these 
halachos he merely follows the mishnah, as is his style. 
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יד אברהם 


‘water’ and the prohibition therefore does 
not apply.”! This concept is the equivalent of 
viewing non-sacrificial meat as ‘wood’ and 
thereby permitting its placement on the 
Altar. Although this principle was espoused 
only by R’ Eliezer in mishnah 4 and disputed 
by the Sages there, they too accept this 
principle in regard to substances that have no 
sacrificial function (such as disqualified or 
non-sacred blood). Their dispute with R’ 
Eliezer is only in regard to substances that do 
have a proper function in the context of an 
offering [739277 וְמִידִי‎ such as the limbs of a 
chatas (discussed in mishnah 4) which 
should be eaten, or a mixture of bloods which 
should be applied to different parts of the 
Altar (mishnah 9). Since these substances 
have another function, they are excluded by 
the Sages from the Scriptural loophole 
derived by R’ Eliezer, which teaches the 
principle of ‘viewing as wood’ (see Tos. 79b, 
;במאי .צ.5‎ see also Tos. 70b, s.v. 073). 

Rav, however, has a different approach to 
this mishnah. In his explanation, the mixture 
is Biblically forbidden for throwing, not 
Rabbinically. Since the invalid component of 
this mixture is the blood of a blemished 
animal, the strategy of applying it as ‘water’ 


[ie., without sacrificial intent] is ruled out. 
Blemished animals are considered vixn, 
detestable, relative to the Altar and they are 
excluded from the loophole even according 
to R’ Eliezer, as explained in mishnah 5 (s.v. 
(אברין‎ in regard to the limbs of a blemished 
animal.”! Since there is no way to circumvent 
the prohibition of applying the blemished 
animal's blood, the mixture cannot be ap- 
plied — even according to R’ Eliezer. 


- nivina via — [If] a cup [of blood 
became mixed up] among [other] cups 
[of blood] — 

(The mishnah to this point has dis- 
cussed different bloods mixing together 
in one cup, to form a blend of bloods. 
The mishnah now discusses a mix-up 
between different cups of blood — one a 
cup of blood from an unblemished offer- 
ing, the other cups containing blood 
from valid offerings. These cups each 
remain separate, with only the identity of 
each cup being in question (Rav; Rashi). 


59 אֶחָד, יקריבוּ‎ DID בבי אָלִיעָזֶר אומֶָר: קרב‎ 
הַפּוסות;‎ -- R’ Eliezer says: [If] one cup 


1. In the case of the limbs of a blemished animal, even R’ Eliezer agrees that they cannot be 
placed on the Altar by being viewed as wood because they are considered vixn, detestable, as 
explained in mishnah 5 (s.v. .(אברין‎ It emerges from this that the blood of blemished animals 
is treated far more leniently; since it blends together with the valid blood, it loses its 
‘detestable’ character (Keren Orah). 


2. In Rav’s view there is no reason to differentiate between a blemished animal's limbs and its 
blood (even in a mixture) and if the former is considered ‘detestable’ it stands to reason that the 
latter is too (Rashash; see Minchas Chinuch; cf. Mishneh LaMelech, Isurei Mizbe’ach 1:4). 
[However, if the blood of a blemished animal is considered detestable, then the blood of other 
animals disqualified from becoming offerings (such as those of mishnah 8:1) should certainly 
be detestable and prevent their mixtures from being thrown (see Gem. 77a,b). It seems that 
Rav was careful for this reason to explain the disqualified blood of mishnah 7 to refer only to 
animals invalidated during their offering (e.g., piggul) and not animals disqualified from 
being offerings (see fn. there).] 
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{let him then] return and apply it below. But the Sages 
say: Let them be poured into the canal. But if he did not 


take counsel and applied [the blood above], it is valid. 


10. [I blood] requiring one application [to the Altar] 
mixed with [blood] requiring one application, 
they should be applied in one application. [If blood] 


YAD AVRAHAM 


position that blood can be viewed as 
water [just as they reject his position that 
chatas limbs can be viewed as wood] 
(Rav; Rashi). 

Although it has been stated (comm. to 
mishnah 6 s.v. ישבו‎ ON) that even the Sages 
accept the principle of ‘viewing,’ they do so 
only where the substance to be viewed is not 
itself valid as an offering. In regard to valid 
offering substances, such as offering blood, 
or even chatas limbs (mishnah 4), or the 
bloods discussed in mishnah 10, the Sages 
dispute R’ Eliezer’s opinion, and repudiate 
the concept of viewing (see Tos. 79b, s.v. 
.(במאי‎ 


Ww לא )1919 וְנְתַן,‎ ox) — But if he did not 
take counsel and applied [the blood 
above], it is valid. 

Although he has violated the prohibi- 
tion not to apply ‘lower’ blood upon the 
upper half of the Altar, the application of 
the upper blood to its proper place is 
nevertheless valid (Rav; Rashi). 

{In light of Rav and Rashi’s comments 
above (s.v. (ויחזר‎ one may assume that the 
applications of the ‘lower’ blood may now be 
performed. Indeed, this is clearly stated in a 
baraisa cited by the Gemara )800(.[ 

The halachah follows the Sages’ view 
(Rav; Rambam, Hil. Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 2:12). 


The Gemara (26b) states that if blood of an 
offering is applied to a place not designated 
for it, atonement is nevertheless effected, 
post facto. Application of the blood to the 
right place is essential only to render the 
meat of the offering permissible for eating. In 
light of this, Tosafos (26b (ואי‎ ask what 
purpose is served by applying the blood 
below after it has already been applied 
above, since atonement has already been 
accomplished with the application of blood 
above. The meat cannot now be rendered 
permissible by the additional application in 
the correct place, for a blood application 
which does not effect atonement also lacks 
the power to confer permissibility, as stated 
clearly in the Gemara (26b). Tosafos answer 
that since according to R’ Eliezer the blood of 
the ‘lower’ offering which is applied above 
must be viewed as if it were water, it can not 
be considered a blood application at all, and it 
does not atone. [Thus, the blood now applied 
below serves as the offering’s true blood 
application and it therefore atones and per- 
mits the meat as well.] Tosafos, however, 
note that this solution does not suffice for the 
Sages who concur that once the blood has 
been applied above, it should subsequently 
be applied below, although they reject R’ 
Eliezer’s concept of viewing. Thus, in their 
view the application above must already 
have atoned (see Tos. Yom Tov to mishnah 
11, Keren Orah to 26b, Chazon Ish 18:3, 
20b:13). 


10. 


NOX YMA Panay‏ שֶגִּתְעָרְבוּ בַנַּתָנִין בְּמְתָּנָה 
[If blood] requiring one applica-‏ — אֶחַת, 
tion [to the Altar] mixed with [blood]‏ 
requiring one application,‏ 

[Blood of bechor-, maaser-, or pesach- 
offerings, each of which is applied to the 


Altar only once (see above, 5:8), became 
mixed with each other.] 


OX יִנָתְנוּ מַתֶּנָה‎ — they should be 
applied in one application. 
[Since both bloods are subject to the 


1. Rambam’s decisions in this matter seem to contradict each other (see Pesulei HaMukdashin 
2:11-12 with Lechem Mishneh, Mirkeves HaMishneh, Even HaAzel). 
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הד מים emule‏ לְמַטָה. וְחַבָמִים אומְרִים: 
ישָפְכוּ ON) aN?‏ לא 1201 וְנָתַן, כָּשֶר. 


זבחים 
ח/י 


ניז nox mimo PAA‏ שָנִּתְעָרְבוּ בַנָּתָנִין 


mma‏ אַחַת, TN Ny‏ אַחַת. 


יד אברהם 


ring to the mixture as the blood of the bull 
and the blood of the he-goat, demonstrating 
that in spite of its lesser volume, the he-goat's 
blood retains its identity and is not nullified 
by the greater-amount of bull’s blood (Mena- 
chos 22a)."! Consequently, in our mishnah, 
even a very minute amount of one blood 
type is not nullified when it is mixed in with 
a much greater amount of blood of another 
type.] 


TS 7K לְמַעְלָה, וְרוּאָה‎ TP WK רַבִּי אָלִיעְזֶר‎ 
7) כְּאלוּ הַן‎ Ayn? הַפַּחָתונִים‎ — R’ 
Eliezer says: Let him apply [the blood] 
above and view the lower [blood] which 
is above as if it were water; 

The Kohen should apply part of the 
mixed blood above, in accordance with 
the procedure for a chatas. Although by 
doing so he will also be improperly 
applying the blood of the other offering 
to the upper part of the Altar,.R’ Eliezer 
contends that the restriction on applying 
‘lower blood’ above applies only when 
this is done with the intention that it be 
counted as an avodah. But as long as he 
doesn’t intend the application of that 
part of the blood to serve as its zerikah, 
viewing it merely as water [ie a non- 
sacrificial substance], no restriction is 
involved (Rav; Rashi). [In this R’ Eliezer 
holds to the view he expressed in mish- 
nah 4, that one may view the parts of a 
mixture of limbs which should not be 
burned upon the Altar as wood. In the 
same way he rules that blood which 
should not be applied ‘above’ can be 
viewed as water.] 


Tif. Yis. asserts that the Kohen must 
explicitly intend the application of the lower- 
blood component to be a non-sacrificial act. 


and [let him then]‏ — וְיְחָזר yn‏ לְמַטָה. 
return and apply it below.‏ 

After applying the blood above, the 
Kohen should apply the rest of the blood 
to the lower half of the Altar, to fulfill 
the zerikah requirement of the other 
offering whose blood is in the mixture. It 
is not necessary in this instance to view 
the upper )1.6., chatas) blood as if it were 
water, because it is in any case the proper 
procedure for the remainder of a chatas’ 
blood to be poured upon the base of the 
Altar (Rav; Rashi). Throwing the re- 
mainder of the blood to the lower Altar 
wall from where it can trickle down to 
the base is a fulfillment of the avodah of 
pouring out the remainder (see Gem. 
81a,b). Thus, he applies the blood below 
with the intent that its non-chatas com- 
ponent serve as a zerikah for that offer- 
ing, and its chatas portion as a pouring 
of the remainder. 

The reason the blood should first be 
applied above is in order to give prefer- 
ence to the chatas in accordance with the 
rule (mishnah 10:2) that the blood of a 
chatas precedes the blood of an olah 
(Rav; Rashi). 


Tex? 1D9W? נַחָכָמִים אומְרִים:‎ — But the 
Sages say: Let them be poured into the 
canal. 

Consistent with their view in mishnah 
4, the Sages do not accept R’ Eliezer’s 


1. The Gemara (there) explains that according to R’ Yehudah (see mishnah 6), the 
non-nullification of the he-goat’s blood is not due to its status as a substance offered upon the 
Altar, but to the fact that it is of the same kind [12793 [מין‎ as the bull’s blood (i.e., blood and 
blood). Indeed, R’ Yehudah derives from here his rule that a substance is not nullified by its 


own kind. 
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8 requiring four applications [mixed] with [blood requir- 


10 


ing] four applications, they should be applied in four 


applications. [If blood] requiring four applications 
[mixed] with [blood] requiring one application — R’ 
Eliezer says: They should be applied in four applications. 
R’ Yehoshua says: They should be applied in one 
application. Said R’ Eliezer to him: But he thereby 
transgresses [the commandment] (Deut. 13:1): Do not 
subtract! Said R’ Yehoshua to him: But he thereby 
transgresses [the commandment] (Deut. 13:1): Do not 


YAD AVRAHAM 


these offerings must be applied to the 
lower half of the Altar [so that the 
problem of ‘upper’ blood that mixed with 
‘lower’ blood is not at issue here] (Rav; 
Rashi). 


R’‏ — 727 אָלִיעְזֶר אומָר: JAA NP‏ אַרְבַּע. 
Eliezer says: They should be applied in‏ 
four applications.‏ 

The entire mixture is applied in two 
applications equivalent to four. Although 
this results in blood requiring only one 
application being applied in two applica- 
tions equivalent to four, which presents a 
problem of making superfluous applica- 
tions and involving a potential violation 
of the Biblical commandment (Deut. 
13:1): yy ,לא תסף‎ Do not add to it [the 
Torah], R’ Eliezer permits the additional 
application. Since the Kohen does not 
intend them to effect atonement for that 
offering, the superfluous applications of 
the blood requiring only one application 
are viewed ‘as water’ (see previous mish- 
nah) and the prohibition not to add does 
not apply (Rav; Rashi). 

Examples of the prohibition against 
adding to the Torah are: tefillin with five 
compartments (and five scrolls), five species 
with the lulav (on Succos), four blessings in 
the Bircas Kohanim [Priestly Benediction] 
(see Numbers 6:24-6; Rashi to Deut. 13:1 
from Sifre). 


OX בְמְַתָּנָה‎ ANP רַבִּי יָהושָעַ אומָר:‎ - R’ 

Yehoshua says: They should be applied 
in one application. 

R’ Yehoshua disagrees with R’ Eliezer 


[219] 


on the matter of viewing the superfluous 
blood applications as water, and conse- 
quently holds that these applications 
constitute a violation of the command- 
ment, You shall not add. On the other 
hand, not applying the requisite number 
of applications required for the olah is 
not critical, since the offering is valid if 
even only one application was made [see 
above, 4:1] (Rav; Rashi). 


ba Sy הוּא עובָר‎ TI אָמַר לו רַבִּי אֶלִיעָזֶר:‎ 
תִגְרַעו‎ — Said R’ Eliezer to him: But he 
thereby transgresses [the command- 

ment] (Deut. 13:1): ‘Do not subtract’! 

[Just as the Torah prohibits adding to 
the procedures required to fulfill the 
mitzvos, it prohibits subtracting from 
them. Thus, although an offering requir- 
ing four applications is valid even if one 
applies the blood just once, he violates 
this commandment. Accordingly, when 
the Kohen makes only one application 
from the mixture, in essence he makes 
only one application of the olah’s blood, 
and thereby transgresses the command- 
ment.] 

R’ Eliezer was not concerned that R’ 
Yehoshua would retort by pointing out that 
R’ Eliezer’s method featured a transgression 
of a similar commandment — Do not add — 
for he felt that his adversary knew that R’ 
Eliezer’s position was based on the concept of 
‘viewing’ (Tos. 70b, s.v. אמר‎ cited by Tos. 
Yom Tov). [Nevertheless, R’ Yehoshua made 
such a retort, perhaps not so much as a 
refutation of R’ Eliezer’s position, but rather 
as a justification of his own ruling.] 
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JAN‏ אַרְבָּע [D3 WNP ,YIIX [NA‏ אַרְבַּע. מַתָּן 
NOX INNA VAIN‏ - 27" אֶלִיעָזֶר WIN‏ 137 


זבחים 
ח/י 


בְמְתַּן אַרְבַּע. רַבִּי יְהושָעַ אוּמָר: WNP‏ בְמַתָּנָה 
אַחַת. AK "2719 7X‏ : וָהָרִי הוּא עובָר by‏ 
!yqan 5a‏ אָמַר לו 727 יְהושָע: WT)‏ הוּא TY‏ 


יד אברהם 


same single-application procedure, there 
is no problem in applying them once.] 
This is so whether the bloods were mixed 
together in one vessel, or whether two 
cups of blood were mixed up (Rashi). Of 
course in the latter case it is necessary to 
make one application from each of the 
cups (Rashi)."! 

The Gemara (80a) records a Tannaitic 
disagreement if there is a minimum amount 
for a single application. If there is such a 
requirement then one must make sure to 
apply enough blood to suffice for two 
applications, or to make two regular applica- 
tions (see Gem. 75a). However, some Tan- 
naim hold that two half applications cannot 
be combined to form one valid application 
(see Gem. 80a; Keren Orah there). Accord- 
ingly, this second option may not be viable, 
because each of the two applications is 
presumed to be made up of the bloods of 
both offerings in equal proportions. Never- 
theless, one double-sized application will 
suffice, because when liquids mix it is pre- 
sumed that every drop of the mixture con- 
tains a proportionate amount of each compo- 
nent (see Rashi 80a, s.v. .(ינתנו‎ 


[If blood ] requir-‏ — מִַתִּן אַרְבַּע 10192 אַרְבָּע, 
ing four applications [mixed] with [blood‏ 
requiring] four applications,‏ 

Le., two actual applications which are 


the equivalent of four. For example, 
blood of an olah mixed with blood of a 
shelamim [or asham or todah]. All of 
these offerings require two blood appli- 
cations which are the equivalent of four 
(Rav; see above, mishnah 5:4-7). 

[The same ruling would apply if the blood 
of two chataos mixed (see Rambam Comm.). 
However, the case in which the blood of a 
chatas mixed with the blood of any of the 
offerings which require two blood applica- 
tions equivalent to four has already been 
discussed in mishnah 9; since this is a case of 
blood which must be applied above mixed 
with blood which must be applied below.] 


they should be‏ — יִנָּתְנוּ בְּמַתָּן אַרְבַּע. 
applied in four applications.‏ 

[Since both share the same application 
procedure, there is no problem applying 
the mixture. Here too, each application 
will have to consist of a large enough 
amount of blood to suffice for two.] 


- nOX אַרְבַּע בְּמְתָּנָה‎ yD — [If blood] 
requiring four applications [mixed] with 
[blood] requiring one application — 

For example, the blood of an olah 
(requiring two applications equivalent to 
four; see 5:4] mixed with the blood of a 
bechor-offering. The blood of both of 


1. Rav cites the Gemara (81a) that our mishnah speaks specifically about cups which were 
mixed up. Tos. Yom Tov points out, however, that the Gemara (80a) states this in regard to the 
disagreement among Amoraim concerning R’ Eliezer’s view regarding bilah ְבִּילֶה]‎ viz., 
whether one assumes that liquids which are mixed together blend perfectly, so that each drop 
of the mixture contains a proportionate percentage of each liquid. Since the ruling of our 
mishnah is not disputed by R’ Eliezer (whose views appear in the previous mishnah), it must 
be assumed that he concurs with it. This is problematic for the Amora Rav Ashi who states 
that R’ Eliezer does not accept the principle of bilah, since it is conceivable (if one does not 
assume bilah) that the blood which was applied was entirely from one offering. To defend this 
view the Gemara says that the mishnah speaks only about cups which were mixed up. But if 
one accepts the concept of bilah (as do the Sages according to all the Amoraim), the mishnah’s 
ruling is true even for blood which was mixed together in one vessel (see Sefas Emes). 
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10 


add! Said R’ Eliezer to him: Do not add applies only 
when it is by itself. Said R’ Yehoshua to him: Do not 


subtract applies only when it is by itself. R’ Yehoshua 
said further: If you make [four] applications you 
transgress, Do not add, and perform an act; but if you do 
not make [four] applications, [though] you transgress, 
Do not diminish, you have not performed an act. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


cessity to deal with the reality of not know- 
ing which cup of blood requires four 
applications and which blood requires only 
one, the prohibition not to add does not 
apply (Turei Even to Rosh Hashanah 28b in 
Avnei Miluim). 


אָמַר לו רַבִּי יהוּשָעַ: לא נְאָמַר yan 9a‏ אֶלָא 
Said R’ Yehoshua to‏ -- כְשָהוּא בְעַצְמו. 
him: ‘Do not subtract’ applies only when‏ 

it is by itself. 

[R’ Yehoshua uses the concept ad- 
vanced by R’ Eliezer to defend his own 
position against R’ Eliezer’s argument. R’ 
Yehoshua retorts that this prohibition 
does not apply to mixtures for the same 
reason as advanced by R’ Eliezer in 
regard to the commandment not to add.] 

Surely R’ Eliezer realized that R’ Yehoshua 
could use the same explanation that R’ 
Eliezer had advanced. Nevertheless, R’ 
Eliezer felt that since neither prohibition 
would apply in the case of a mixture, there 
would be no reason not to make four 
applications as required for the olah. Al- 
though it is not essential to make all four 
applications, it is nonetheless a Biblical obli- 
gation to do so (Tos. Yom Tov based on his 
understanding of Tos. in Rosh Hashanah 
28b, s.v. x9). 

It would be wrong, however, to conclude 
that R’ Yehoshua adopts R’ Eliezer’s argu- 
ment that the commandment not to add does 
not apply to mixtures. If that were so, why 
would R’ Yehoshua forbid the additional 
applications here? Rather R’ Yehoshua ac- 
cepts that mixtures are different only in 
regard to subtracting, which is done pas- 
sively. In regard to adding applications 
actively, R’ Yehoshua maintains that the 
commandment against adding is violated 
even with a mixure. Thus when one adds to 
the applications of a mixture, one violates the 
commandment not to add, whereas if one 


[221] 


diminishes the number of applications the 
prohibition against subtracting is not trans- 
gressed (Sfas Emes, based on his understand- 
ing of Tos. Rosh Hashanah 28b s.v. ;לא‎ Ritva 
to Rosh Hashanah 28b seems to hold the 
same interpretation). 


Sa Sy may ANID :YWIT? רַבִּי‎ WK וְעוד‎ 
An) מַעָשָה בְּיָדֶךּ: וּכְשֶלא‎ Mwy) תוסיף,‎ 
ra עָשִיתָ מַעָשָה‎ xd) בַּל תִּגְרַע,‎ Sy may 
- R’ Yehoshua said further: If you 
make [four] applications you transgress, 
‘Do not add,’ and perform an act [lit., do 
an act with your hand [; but if you do not 
make [four] applications, [though] you 
transgress, ‘Do not diminish,’ you have 
not performed an act. 

[Le., even if the concept differentiating 
mixtures from distinct substances were 
not accepted, R’ Yehoshua argues that 
his ruling would still be true. If one must 
violate a precept one way or the other, he 
should choose to do so passively rather 
than actively (see Eruvin 100a).] 

Ritva (Rosh Hashanah 28b) interprets R’ 
Yehoshua’s additional comment as follows: 
R’ Yehoshua argues that even if we were to 
accept the concept that mixtures are different 
(even in regard to adding as asserted by R’ 
Eliezer) on a Biblical level, a Rabbinic prohi- 
bition should still be applied to mixtures 
because of the semblance of subtracting and 
adding. In regard to this Rabbinic prohibi- 
tion R’ Yehoshua argues that it is preferable 
that it be violated passively rather than 
actively. 

Taken superficially, that R’ Yehoshua’s 
additional argument is independent of his 
previous explanation, this seems strange. He 
appears to assume that one of the two 
commandments must be violated, so he 
argues that it is preferable to violate the 
prohibition against subtracting, because this 
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זבחים | על בַּל תוסְיף! אָמָר לו רַבִּי אֶלִיעָזֶר: לא נָאָמַר 72 


תוּסִיף אֶלָא כְשָהוּא בְעַצְמו. אָמַר לו רַבִּי WIT?‏ 


ח/י 


לא נָאָמַר yun 5a‏ אֶלָא כְשָהוּא בְעַצְמו. וָעוד 
אָמָר רַבִּי יהושָע: כְּשָנָתְַתָּ ba Sy Nay‏ תוסִיף, 
Mwy)‏ מַעָשָה 9a Sy may nnd Xow ; Ta‏ 
תּגְרַע, וְלא Nyy Mwy‏ 77232 


יד אברהם 


22 Sy אָמַר לו רַבִּי יְהושָעַ: נַהָרִי הוּא עובר‎ 
תוסיף!‎ — Said R’ Yehoshua to him: But he 
thereby transgresses [the command- 
ment] (Deut. 13:1): ‘Do not add’! 

[R’ Yehoshua argues that in following 
R’ Eliezer’s ruling the Kohen makes 
additional applications of the blood of 
the offering requiring only one applica- 
tion. Therefore, R’ Yehoshua contends, 
his own method is preferable, even 
though it too involves a potential trans- 
gression; this will be explained below 
further. }”! 

Actually the additional applications have a 
function even in the offering process of the 
single-application offerings. The remainder 
[שִירַים]‎ of their blood must be poured upon 
the base [and this can be accomplished by 
pouring the blood upon the lower Altar wall, 
as learned in mishnah 9, s.v. .[ויחזר‎ However, 
because the blood applications would be 
performed as two applications that are equiv- 
alent to four, ie., by throwing the blood to 
the corners of the Altar so that it spreads to 
both sides, it would be clearly demonstrated 
that the action. is designed to serve as an 
application, not merely as a pouring out of 
the remainder. Consequently, the action is a 
violation of the commandment, Do not add 
(Tos. R’ Akiva citing Tos. 80b, s.v. תוסיף‎ 73). 


אָמַר לו רַבִּי אָלִיעָזֶר: לא נָאָמַר בָּל תוסיף אֶלָא 
Said R’ Eliezer to him:‏ — כְשָהוּא בְעַצְמו. 
‘Do not add’ applies [lit., was said] only‏ 


when it is by itself. 

Only when the single-application 
blood is by itself and not mixed with 
four-application blood is there a violation 
of the prohibition against adding (Tos. 
Yom Tov). [When there is a mixture of 
bloods, however, it is evident that the 
additional applications are performed for 
the sake of the four-application compo- 
nent and there is no intent to add to the 
mitzvah of the single-application offer- 
ing. Therefore, there is no violation of the 
prohibition. ] 

[It seems that R’ Eliezer concurs with the 
principle held by R’ Yehoshua that one 
violates the prohibition against adding even 
without intent (see Rosh Hashanah 28b). 
Thus even in R’ Eliezer’s view one may not 
make additional applications when there is 
no mixture of bloods, even if one ‘views’ the 
blood as water. Only when there is a mixture 
and the purpose of the additional applica- 
tions is manifest may one add to the applica- 
tions. ] 

As stated at the beginning of the mishnah 
[s.v. ,[ינתנו מתנה אחת‎ the discussions of this 
mishnah also concern separate cups of blood 
which were confused. Thus, R’ Eliezer’s 
statement, that the commandment applies 
only when it is by itself, must refer also to 
this instance. Here, too, because the cups are 
not identifiable, it can be said that neither is 
‘by itself.’ Because the reason for the addi- 
tional applications is manifest, viz., the ne- 


1. The rule that a positive commandment [ny [מִצְנַת‎ overrides a negative commandment 
[nwyn לא‎ niyn] when the two conflict, is not applied here to allow the mitzvah of making 
four applications override the negative commandment not to add. This is because the conflict 
between them arises out of carelessness [פְּשִיעָה]‎ (Tos. to Eruvin 100a, s.v. nn, cited by Tos. 
Yom Tov; cf. Gilyon HaShas there). Sfas Emes suggests that the rule does not apply here since 
the mitzvah and the negative commandment do not both apply to the same object, and 
therefore cannot be identified as one single action (see Turei Even to Rosh Hashanah 28b with 
Imrei Binah; Aruch Laner there; Tos. R’ Peretz to Eruvin 108a). 
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8 11. [ Blood that is applied inside, which became 
mixed with [blood] that is applied outside, 


should be poured into the canal. [If] he applied [it] 
outside and then applied [it] inside, it is valid. [If he 


YAD AVRAHAM 


permitted to be applied, the ‘inner’ appli- 
cations, because of their greater sanctity, 
would have to have priority over the 
‘outer’ ones in the same manner that 
chataos, because of their greater sanctity, 
have priority over olos (see mishnah 
10:2). However, if one makes the inner 
applications first, he disqualifies the 
blood of the outer offerings in the 
mixture if they are chataos or ashamos"! 
because of the Torah law (Lev. 6:23) that 
the blood of such outer offerings be- 
comes invalidated when brought into the 
Sanctuary. [Although the law is stated in 
regard to chataos, R’ Eliezer extends this 
disqualification to ashamos too (see fur- 
ther in the mishnah).] Since one may not 
actively disqualify an offering even for 
the purpose of validating another offer- 
ing, even if the other offering is an inner 
one, the best procedure is to let both the 
inner and outer offerings be disqualified 
by default by not applying their blood. 
At sunset all blood becomes disqualified 
and it is then poured into the canal. 
Although this problem exists only when 
the ‘outer’ offerings were chatas or 
asham offerings, R’ Eliezer does not 
want to make a different ruling for 
mixtures of other outer offerings such as 
olos and shelamim (Rav from Gem. 
81b,82a with Rashi). [I.e., R’ Eliezer rules 
that in all cases the mixture should be 
poured into the canal, lest the Kohanim 
fail to differentiate between olah and 
shelamim offerings, and chatas and 
asham offerings.] 


70393 1N}) בַּחוּץ וְחָזַר‎ Jy — [If] he applied 

[it] outside and then applied [it] inside, 
Le., the Kohen did not ask what to do, 

but went ahead and applied the blood 


first to the outer Altar and then to the 
designated areas within the Sanctuary 
(Rav). 

{It stands to reason that according to R’ 
Eliezer one may make the applications inside 
once the outer applications have already been 
made without consultation. Since no disqual- 
ification will ensue as a result of the inner 
applications (as stated below), this should be 
considered merely as a matter of applying 
blood to places for which it is not designated. 
R’ Eliezer permits this under the concept of 
viewing the blood as water (see mishnah 9). 
The language of the mishnah reflects the 
opinion of the Sages who do not accept the 
concept of ‘viewing.’ ] 


JW?) — it is valid. 

]]6., both the inner and the outer 
offerings are valid. A departure from the 
rules of precedence is not grounds to 
disqualify an offering. Nor are the outer 
offerings disqualified when the applica- 
tions from the mixture are made in the 
Sanctuary — once the outer applications 
have been made and the outer offerings 
validated, they cannot be disqualified by 
subsequent applications of their blood 
within the Sanctuary.] 


Earlier in this tractate (mishnah 2:3) it was 
explained that an offering whose blood was 
applied to an incorrect place nevertheless 
effects atonement, but its meat is not ren- 
dered permissible for eating. Moreover, even 
a subsequent application to the right place 
will not confer permissibility (see Gem. 26b). 
Accordingly, the mishnah’s statement that 
the inner offering is valid only because the 
blood was also applied inside needs explana- 
tion. The designation of the offering as 1W9, 
valid, which indicates that the offering is 
totally valid and that its sacrificial parts may 
now be burnt upon the Altar, also poses a 
contradiction to this concept. The initial 


1. Obviously, the device of viewing the outer blood as water is not applicable to this 
invalidation; viewing will not change its essential chatas or asham character and the offering 
will therefore be disqualified in spite of the ‘viewing’ (cf. Tos. 81b s.v. ,נתן‎ Tos. R’ Akiva). 


[223] 
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ניא] wqyniw joa PRAT‏ עם pana‏ 
בַּחוּץ, Daw?‏ לָאָמָּה. נָתַן בַּחוּץ 


זבחים 
ח/יא 


AW‏ וְנְתַן JON A) wa AW. Ya‏ בחוּץ: 


יד אברהם 


is a passive violation. But why is a third 
option not considered, namely, not to make 
any applications at all (Turei Even in Avnei 
Miluim to Rosh Hashanah 28b)? 

According to some (see Sfas Emes to Rosh 
Hashanah 28b), one violates the prohibition 
not to subtract even by refraining from 
performing the mitzvah at all. However, 
Turei Even there disputes this notion vigor- 
ously”! 

Sfas Emes (loc. cit.) argues (in a different 
context) that the violation of the prohibition 
not to subtract does not lie in the perfor- 
mance of the one facet of the mitzvah, but in 
the failure to perform the other part. Thus, he 
argues, where it is impossible to perform the 


second part, one may perform the first part 
of the mitzvah even though he will thereby 
subtract from it”! 

The interpretation of Ritva cited above 
suggests yet another solution to this problem. 
Even R’ Yehoshua agrees that the Biblical 
prohibition is not relevant to a mixture, so 
that only a Rabbinic prohibition concerns us. 
In regard to this there is no question that at 
least one application must be made; the 
Rabbinic prohibition cannot be used to cause 
the offerings to be disqualified. Thus, the 
question can only be whether to make just 
one application and thereby subtract, or to 
make four and add (see Sefas Emes ibid. for 
another interpretation). 


117 


7293 pina — [Blood] that is applied 
inside, 

[Certain chataos have their blood ap- 
plied to areas inside the Sanctuary in- 
stead of to the Altar standing in the 
Courtyard (see above 5:1-2).] 


which be-‏ — שַנַּתְעֶרְבוּ papa py‏ בַּחוּץ, 
came mixed with [blood] that is applied‏ 
outside,‏ 

[All the other offerings have their 
blood applied to the outer Altar.] 


9X9 יִשָפְכוּ‎ — should be poured into the 


canal. 

We do not accept the concept that 
blood applied to a place it is not desig- 
nated for can be viewed as water. There- 
fore, one may not apply the mixed blood 
anywhere, for by doing so one perforce 
also applies to that place blood not 
designated for it (Rav; Rashi). 

R’ Eliezer — who earlier (mishnah 9) 
permitted blood to be applied to places it 
is not designated for because one may 
‘view it as water’ — agrees that it cannot 
be done in this case. If the blood were 


1. See R’ Yerucham Fishel Perla (Sefer HaMitzvos R’ Saadia Gaon, Mitzvos Asseh 5) who 
makes a case that even the authorities to whom this view is generally attributed (Rashba, 
Rambam, Ramban) do not really subscribe to it. 


2. This is comparable to the well-known ruling found in Mordechai (Halachos Ketanos §984) 
and cited by Rama (Orach Chaim 13:3) that on the Sabbath one may don a talis which does 
not have valid tzitzis, if not wearing it will cause embarrassment (e.g., one is in shul with no 
other talis available). The basis for this ruling is that there is no prohibition per se against 
wearing a talis without tzitzis. Rather, by wearing such a talis one transgresses, passively, the 
positive commandment to attach tzitzis to a four-cornered garment. Since this commandment 
is impossible to fulfill on the Sabbath [it being forbidden to make knots], one may even don 
the talis. A similar condition is encountered when bloods are mixed together. One may make 
the first application even if by doing so he places himself in a situation in which there will be 
no choice but to subtract [from the mitzvah begun with that application]. However it can be 
argued that this concept applies only to positive mitzvos such as tzitzis, and not to negative 
commandments (such as do not subtract), even if the violation is passive (see R’ Y. F. Perla, loc. 
ce) 
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applied it] inside and then applied [it] outside: R’ Akiva 
disqualifies, but the Sages validate. For R’ Akiva had 
said: All [offerings whose] blood was introduced into 
the Sanctuary to atone are disqualified; but the Sages 
say: Only a chatas offering. R’ Eliezer says: Also the 
asham offering, for it is said (Lev. 7:7): As the chatas 
offering so the asham offering. 


12. [18 a chatas offering had its blood received in two 

cups, [and] one of them was taken outside [the 
Courtyard], the inner one remains valid. [If] one of them 
was brought inside [the Sanctuary], R’ Yose HaGlili 
validates [the offering] with the outside [cup]; but the 


YAD AVRAHAM 


fied; but the Sages say: Only a chatas 
offering. 

[The mishnah quotes the explicit state- 
ments of R’ Akiva and the Sages regard- 
ing the issue of whether the blood of all 
offerings is invalidated by being brought 
into the Sanctuary in order to explain 
their disagreement about mixtures of 
blood introduced to the Sanctuary.] 


rr? 


says: Also the asham offering, 

[The Torah’s disqualification of offer- 
ings whose blood entered the Sanctuary 
applies to ashamos as well as to chataos 
in R’ Eliezer’s opinion, but not to other 
offerings.] 


R’ Eliezer‏ — בַבִּי אָלִיעְזֶר IK‏ אַף הָאֶשֶם, 


"DWKD ,,בַּחַטָאת‎ Wwaxaw — for it is said 


(Lev. 7:7): ‘As the chatas offering 50 the 
asham offering.’ 

[Since the verse equates the asham to 
the chatas, R’ Eliezer concludes that the 
asham is also disqualified by its blood 
being brought into the Sanctuary.] 


{Elsewhere (1:1) R’ Eliezer equates the 
asham with the chatas in regard to disquali- 
fication as a result of an intent for other than 
its designated purpose (nw? xdW). The 
Gemara (10a,b) cites a baraisa in which R’ 
Eliezer produces, among others, the same 
argument as he uses here to base his claim 
that the asham be treated as the chatas. ] 

The Gemara (11a) presents exegetical ar- 
guments advanced by the Sages to prove that 
the asham is not comparable to the chatas in 
this regard, and that the Biblical parallel 
should be disregarded in this instance. 


2 


[If] a‏ — חַטָאת "wa mp] Sapw‏ כוסות, 
chatas offering had its blood received in‏ 
two cups,‏ 

[The blood was received from the 
animal’s neck in two sacred vessels. 
Accordingly, the applications can be 
made from either cup.] 


YIN? YN אֶחָד‎ KY? — [and] one of them 
was taken outside [the Courtyard], 

One of the cups was taken outside of 
the Courtyard (Rav; Rashi). [Blood of all 
offerings is disqualified by leaving the 
confines of the Courtyard.] 


[225] 


-W> הַפָּנִימִי‎ — the inner one remains 
valid. 

[The blood which remained inside the 
Courtyard remains fit for zerikah despite 
the disqualification of the other cup.] 
Thus he may make the applications with 
that cup of blood and validate the 
offering (Rav; Rashi). 


DID‏ אֶחָד מִהֶן DD?‏ רַבִּי OY‏ הַגְלִילִי מַכְשִיר 
[If] one of them was brought‏ -- בַּחיצון 
inside [the Sanctuary], R’ Yose HaGlili‏ 
validates [the offering] with the outside‏ 

[cup]; 
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זבחים 
ח/יב 


רַבִּי עָקִיבָא פוסל, DAM‏ מַכְשִירִים. TAY‏ 
עָקִיבָא ONT 72 Wik‏ שָנְִנְסוּ 7829 7372 
פָּסוּל; וְחָכָמִים אומָרִים: חַטָאת 27-7272" 
אֶלִיעָזֶר אומָר: WOW WRT OX‏ ,,בַּחַטָאת 
בָּאֶשֶם". 


21[ חֶטָאת "Wa mM] Vapw‏ כוסות, יְצָא 
אֶחָד מָהֶן לחוּץ, הַפָּנִימִי כָּשָר. 

PW 727247 OY 727 WIND TM TDN IDI 
220247 OY פוסְלִין. אָמַר רַבִּי‎ osm בַּחיצון,‎ 


:ד אברהם 


application of the inner offering’s blood to 


only chataos in this verse, there is 
the outer Altar effects atonement and should 


at the same time fix the inner offering’s 
sacrificial parts in a prohibited status, thus 
making an additional application purpose- 
less."! Tosafos reply that because the blood of 
the inner offering must be applied to the 
outer Altar without any intent for atone- 
ment, being viewed merely ‘as water,’ its 
application (when performed correctly in 
this manner) is not considered to be a 
performance of the avodah of blood applica- 
tion at all. Thus, its application has not 
effected any atonement, and the subsequent 
application inside is its initial application 
which fully validates the offering (Tos. 81b 
s.v. yna).2) 


‘YIN וְחָזַר וְנָתַן‎ oa — [If he applied it] 
inside and then applied [it] outside: 
[Le., the Kohen went and first applied 
the mixed blood inside the Sanctuary and 
then on the outer Altar. By bringing the 
outer blood into the Sanctuary to apply 
it, one disqualifies that offering (if it is a 
chatas), as stated clearly in Leviticus 
6:23. However, since the Torah specifies 


question whether other types of offerings 
are also affected by this disqualification.] 


2019 רַבִּי עָקִיבָא‎ — R’ Akiva disqualifies, 

R’ Akiva invalidates any type of outer 
offering whose blood enters the Holy 
(Rav). (Therefore, if the mixed blood 
was first applied inside the Sanctuary, 
the ‘outer’ offering has been invalidated. ] 


O30) — but the Sages vali-‏ מִַכְשִירִים. 
date.‏ 

The Sages do not invalidate outer 
offerings whose blood entered the Sanc- 
tuary, except for the chatas, which is 
explicitly disqualified in Lev. 6:23 (Rav; 
Rashi). (Therefore, if the ‘outer’ blood in 
the mixture is the blood of any offering 
other than a chatas, it has not been 
invalidated. ] 


IW הַדָּמִים‎ 79 AIK רַבִּי עָקִיבָא‎ IW 
אוּמְרִים: חַטָאת‎ ONIN) לְכַפָּר בַּהִיכָל פָּסוּל;‎ 
בִּלְבָר.‎ - For R’ Akiva had said: All 
[offerings whose] blood was introduced 
into the Sanctuary to atone are disquali- 


1. Tosafos are consistent with their view above (26b s.v. (אמר‎ that the concept of the incorrect 
place [on the Altar] is treated as its place applies also to inner offerings whose blood was 
applied to the outer Altar (see comm. to 2:3, s.v. 510»). 


2. Tosafos do not indicate that this explanation is predicated on R’ Eliezer’s view, thus 
implying that even the Sages concur. Since the blood is not applied in its correct place, 
everyone agrees that the blood may be viewed as water, and its application disregarded 
(Keren Orah; see also his commentary to 26b; cf. Tos. Yom Tov). 
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Sages disqualify [it]. Said R’ Yose HaGlili: If in regard to 
the place about which intent disqualifies — outside [the 
Courtyard] — we do not treat that which remains the 
same as that which has been taken out; [then] in regard 
to a place about which intent does not disqualify — 
inside [the Sanctuary] — we should certainly not treat 
that which remains the same as that which was brought 
in! 

[If] it was brought in [to the Sanctuary] to make 
atonement, even if it was not [used to] make atonement, 
it is disqualified; [these are] the words of R’ Eliezer. R’ 
Shimon says: Until he makes atonement. R’ Yehudah 
says: If he brought [it] in unintentionally, it is valid. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


the blood inside the Sanctuary is less 
stringent than the one arising from 
taking it outside the Courtyard, in which 
even intent disqualifies. ] 


10333 שָלא נַעָשָה אֶת הַמְשאָר‎ PT אָינו‎ - 
we should certainly not treat that which 
remains the same as that which was 
brought in! 

(Since even in the case of the more 
stringent outside-the-Courtyard disquali- 
fication, the exit of one cup of blood does 
not disqualify the other cup, then cer- 
tainly in the case of the less stringent 
inside-the-Sanctuary disqualification, the 
entry of one cup should not invalidate 
the other one. Although the Sages do not 
dispute the logic of R’ Yose’s argument, 
they disagree with his ruling based on 
the inferences from the Torah, as noted 
earlier (s.v. [.(נְחָכָמִים‎ 

The halachah is in accord with the 
Sages’ view (Rav; Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:15). 

7937 כַפָּר, פֶּסוּל;‎ NOW לָכַפֶּר, אַף עַל פִּי‎ DI23 
בַבִּי אָלִיעָזֶר.‎ — [If] it was brought in [to 
the Sanctuary] to make atonement, even 
if it was not [used to] make atonement, it 
is disqualified; [these are] the words of 

R’ Eliezer. 

(The Torah (Lev. 6:23) ties the disqual- 
ification of the blood to making atone- 
ment: 1937 ... 9X mT. NAY WR, of 
which some of its blood will be brought 


[227] 


into ... to make atonement; the term 
make atonement unquestionably refers 
to the avodah of making the blood 
applications, since that is the part of the 
service that effects atonement.] R’ Eliezer, 
however, understands that bringing in 
the blood with just the intent to make 
application is sufficient to effect a dis- 
qualification. This he derives by means 
of a gezeirah shavah which demon- 
strates that the phrase brought ... into 
refers to mere introduction into the 
Sanctuary, and not necessarily to the 
avodah of the blood applications (Tos. 
Yom Tov citing Gem. 83a). 

[Rambam’s version of the mishnah (ed. 
Kafich) gives the name of the Tanna to 
whom this statement is attributed, as R’ 
Elazar (ben Shamua). This is much more 
fitting than our version — R’ Eliezer — since 
R’ Elazar was a contemporary of R’ Shimon 
who is his adversary in this ruling, whereas 
R’ Eliezer preceded him by two generations. ] 


WIV Ty אוּמָר:‎ Pynw רַבִּי‎ — R’ Shimon 
says: Until he makes atonement. 

R’ Shimon adduces a different gezei- 
rah shavah which contradicts that ad- 
vanced by R’ Eliezer, and assumes that 
the term make atonement refers to the 
actual blood applications (Gem. 82a). 


WP AWW ODT ON WINK TAT רַבִּי‎ — R’ 
Yehudah says: If he brought [it] in 
unintentionally, it is valid. 
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2 toe פוּסֶלֶת‎ MIWA ANY בִּמקום‎ OX md 
TRW הַמְשאָר בַּיוְצָא; מקום‎ NX nowy לא‎ 


זבחים 
טעב 


הַמַּחָשָבָה nop‏ - בַּפָנִים - אִינו דין NOW‏ 
נַעָשָה אֶת הַמְשאֶר 102333 

7727 שָלא כַפֶּר, פָּסוּל;‎ oD Sy אַף‎ Dd DID} 
"27 DW TY WX אֶלִיעָזֶר. 37 שמְעון‎ 27 
שוגְג, כָּשָר.‎ DIT ON אומָר:‎ TTT 


יד אברהם 


[Ie., one of the two cups of chatas 
blood was taken into the Sanctuary 
(rather than out of the Courtyard). R’ 
Yose HaGlili rules that although the cup 
of blood which was brought into the 
Sanctuary is disqualified, this does not 
confer disqualification upon the remain- 
ing blood. Thus, that blood can be used 
to make the applications and to validate 
the offering. The verse (Lev. 6:23) which 
states that the offering must be burned 
when its blood is brought into the 
Sanctuary speaks about an instance in 
which the entire received blood was 
brought into the Sanctuary, so that once 
the blood has been disqualified, none 
remains to validate the offering.] 


P2015 וַחַכָּמִים‎ — but the Sages disqualify 
[it }. 

The Sages note that the verse which 
disqualifies chatas blood which is 
brought into the Sanctuary says (Lev. 
6:23( . . . יוּבָא מִדָּמָה‎ WW יְכֶל-חַטָאת‎ Any 
chatas offering of which some of its 
blood will be brought . . .; the word of (in 
the phrase of its blood) indicates that the 
offering is disqualified even if only some 
of its blood was brought into the Sanctu- 
ary (Rav from Gem. 82a). 


Dipna ox מָה‎ 25am אָמַר 727 יוּסִי‎ 

- ying - ndpip שָהַמַּחָשָבָה‎ — Said R’ 
Yose HaGlili: If in regard to the place 
about which intent disqualifies — out- 
side [the Courtyard] — 

[R’ Yose HaGlili attempts to prove his 
point by means of a kal vachomer.] If 
one performed one of the blood avodos 
intending to throw the blood outside the 
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Courtyard, the offering is invalidated, as 
stated in mishnah 2:2 (Rav; Rashi). [This 
shows how stringent the disqualification 
based on taking the blood outside the 
Courtyard is: that the mere intent for it is 
sufficient to invalidate.] 


we do not‏ — לא Mwy‏ אֶת INWNT‏ כַּיוצָא; 
treat that which remains the same as‏ 
that which has been taken out;‏ 

If the avodos were performed without 
any disqualifying intent, but some of the 
blood was actually taken out of the 
Courtyard [before any of it was thrown 
on the Altar], only the blood which 
actually left the Courtyard is disqualified. 
The blood which remains in the Court- 
yard is, however, still valid and can be 
used to complete the avodah of zerikah 
and validate the offering, as stated at the 
beginning of this mishnah. [Thus we see 
that in spite of the stringency which 
attaches to the disqualification of ‘outside 
the Courtyard,’ we are nevertheless le- 
nient in regard to what remains ee 


2 


[then] i in Bush 8 4 lee about ich 
intent does not disqualify — inside [the 
Sanctuary] — 

[In regard to the invalidation of chatas 
blood resulting from taking it inside the 
Sanctuary, only actually bringing it in 
disqualifies. The Gemara (81a) bases this 
upon Biblical exegesis.] But if one slaugh- 
tered an outer chatas with the intent to 
apply its blood to places within the 
Sanctuary, the offering is not disqualified 
(Rav; Rashi). [This demonstrates that 
the disqualification arising from taking 
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9 All disqualified bloods which are applied to the Altar, 

1 the tzitz does not effect [their] acceptance, except for 
[blood] contaminated with tumah; for the tzitz renders 
tamei acceptable, but does not render that which has 
been taken out acceptable. 


1. "The Altar sanctifies that which is fit for it. R’ 
Yehoshua says: Whatever is fit for the [Altar’s] 


YAD AVRAHAM 


shavah that the tzitz’s efficacy for the 
sin of the holy things refers exclusively to 
holy things contaminated by tumah 
(Rav; Rambam). 

See Gem. 23a,b where a different basis for 
this halachah is given. 


Dy MYM) מְרַצֶה עַל הַטָמָא, וְאִינו‎ yXTW 
הִיוצָא.‎ -- for the tzitz renders tamei 
acceptable, but does not render that 
which has been taken out acceptable. 
[Blood which was taken out of the 
Temple Courtyard is disqualified as 
stated earlier in this mishnah, and if it 
was used to make the blood applications 
the service is invalid. Consequently, if 
there is no other blood the offering will 


be disqualified by default. The tzitz can 
have no effect on this disqualification.] 


It could have been thought that because 
the disqualification of xy, removal from the 
designated area, is not applicable in certain 
situations, this disqualification should also be 
subject to the acceptability effected by the 
tzitz. The disqualification of going out of the 
Temple Courtyard did not apply when 
offerings at a bamah (private altars erected at 
various locations in certain periods of 
history) were permitted (see further 14:4-8). It 
is to avoid this misapprehension that the 
mishnah states explicitly that the disqualifi- 
cation for leaving the Courtyard is also not 
amenable to the tzitz’s restorative powers 
(see Menachos 25a and Tos. Yom Tov). 


Chapter 9 
1 


The Torah (Ex. 29:37) states: wa? Maya כָּלהַנִגַעַ‎ WWI WIP Maan וְהָיָה‎ and the 
Altar shall be most sacred, whatever touches the Altar shall be sanctified. The 
sanctification of anything ‘touching’ the Altar is expressed in halachah as the law that 
once certain types of disqualified offering parts have been placed upon the Altar they 
are not removed from it even though they should not have been placed there in the 
first place (Rashi there, Sifra to Lev. 6:2 and Gem. 83b). This chapter will discuss the 
parameters of this dispensation and delineate the types of disqualifications which are 


subject to this rule. 


The Altar‏ — הַמִזְבָּחַ מְקְרָּש אֶת הָרָאוּי לו. 
sanctifies that which is fit for it.‏ 

The Altar sanctifies anything which is 
considered fit for it in some measure, 
even things which are not qualified for 
sacrifice. Thus, even disqualified offer- 
ings (or parts of them) are sanctified 
when they are put upon the Altar and 
elevated to the status of mam Sw inn, 
the Altar’s fare. Asa result they may not 


[229] 


be removed from the Altar once they 
have been placed upon it (Rashi). [This 
sanctification suspends, as it were, the 
previous disqualification.] 

{Fit in this context means that the 
offering was fit at the time it was 
designated to be offered, but was later 
disqualified.] The mishnah now records a 
dispute between R’ Yehoshua and Rab- 
ban Gamliel concerning which part of 
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כָּל הַדְּמִים הַפְּסוּלִין anay‏ עַל Maram aa‏ לא 
הַרְצָה הַצִיץ, אֶלָא על הַטָמָא; TY PTW‏ על 


זבחים 
ט/א 


הַטָמָא, וְאִינו TN‏ על הַיוצָא. 


[א] aN nx wipe MTA‏ לו רַבִּי 


כָּל הֶרָאוּ 


ywim‏ אומָר: 


יד אברהם 


[The term ,שוגג‎ unintentionally, gen- 
erally includes both ignorance of the law 
(he did not know that one may not bring 
this blood into the Sanctuary) as well as 
ignorance of the situation (he did not 
know that the blood was that of an outer 
chatas). However, Ravad in his com- 
mentary to Sifra (Lev. 6:23) considers the 
possibility that the term שוגג‎ may not be 
as inclusive here as in general, and may 
in this case refer only to either the former 
type of ignorance or the latter (see Sfas 
Emes).] 

The Gemara concludes that R’ Yehu- 
dah concurs with R’ Shimon that the 
offering is invalidated only if the blood is 
actually applied within the Sanctuary. 
However, he insists that even if the blood 
is applied, a disqualification ensues only 
if the application was made knowingly. 

The halachah is in accord with R’ 
Yehudah’s view (Rav; Rambam 
Comm.). 

In his Code (Pesulei HaMukdashin 
2:16), however, Rambam rules that 
merely bringing the blood into the Sanc- 
tuary disqualifies if done knowingly, but 
not if the introduction was done unin- 
tentionally. If, however, the blood was 
actually applied, no differentiation is 
made between intentional and uninten- 
tional acts; the offering is invalidated in 
any case (see commentaries there, Keren 


Orah et al. here). 


All disqualified‏ — כָּל ony‏ הַפָּסוּלִין 
bloods‏ 

[For example, chatas blood which was 
introduced into the. Sanctuary, or blood 
which left the Courtyard, et al.] 
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VXI YW לא‎ Mayan aa Sy nay — 
which are applied to the Altar, the tzitz 
does not effect [their] acceptance, 

(The tzitz (lit, frontlet) was a two- 
fingers-wide band of gold which was 
worn by the Kohen Gadol upon his 
forehead, and reached from one ear to the 
other. The words 75 wip, Holy to 
HASHEM, were engraved upon it (Ex. 
28:36-7). In regard to it the Torah (Ex. 
28:38) says: אֶת-עָון הַקָרָשִים‎ POX יְנֶשָא‎ 
And Aaron shall bear the sin of the holy 
things, implying that it has the power to 
alleviate certain sacrificial disqualifica- 
tions. Nevertheless, it has no effect on 
any of the disqualifications of blood save 
one, as stated further.] 


except for [blood]‏ — אֶלָא Sy‏ הַטָמָא; 
contaminated with tumah;‏ 

If the meat and sacrificial parts became 
tamei, and the blood was nevertheless 
applied, the offering is valid (Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:34, Korban Pe- 
sach 4:2; Pesachim 80b). 

However, in this case the blood should not 
be threwn in the first place (Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:34 from Pesachim 
770, following the view of R’ Yehoshua). 

If the sacrificial parts alone became tamei, 
but not the meat, or vice versa, the blood may 
be thrown even in the first place (ibid.). 
According to the view accepted as halachah, 
blood cannot become tamei (Rambam ibid. 
1:36 from Pesachim 20a; see Eduyos 8:4 and 
Rambam Comm. ad loc.). 

The expression the Torah (Ex. 28:38) 
uses to refer to the kind of sin which is 
rendered acceptable by the tzitz is ply 
mw pi, the sin of the holy things. The 
Gemara derives through a gezeirah 
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fires, once it has gone up [on the Altar] should not be 
taken down; as it is stated (Lev. 6:2): It, the olah offering, 
[shall be] upon the pyre upon the Altar. Just as an olah 
offering, which is [something] fit for the [Altar’s] fires, 
should not be taken down once it has gone up [on the 
Altar]; so too anything which is fit for the fires should 
not be taken down once it has gone up [on the Altar]. 
Rabban Gamliel says: Whatever is fit for the Altar 
should not be taken down once it has gone up [on the 
Altar]; as it is said (Lev. 6:2): It, the olah offering, [shall 
be] upon the pyre upon the Altar. Just as an olah 
offering, which is [something] fit for the Altar, should 
not be taken down once it has gone up [on the Altar]; so 
too anything which is fit for the Altar should not be 
taken down once it has gone up [on the Altar]. The only 
difference between the view of Rabban Gamliel and the 
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offering in being fit to be burnt on the 
Altar fire is included in the implied rule 
regarding disqualified offering parts. 
Thus, his definition of the opening 
phrase of the mishnah לו‎ "N97, that 
which is fit for it, is that the Altar 
sanctifies disqualified substances which 
are fit for its fires, thereby excluding 
blood and libations, as the mishnah will 
state below.] 

It is evident from the Gemara (83b) that R’ 
Yehoshua derives his view that the sub- 
stances be fit for the fire from the words על‎ 
mp2, on the pyre, which directly follow the 
words הָעַלָה‎ xi. [The version of the mishnah 
found in the Gemara reflects this, since it 
cuts off R’ Yehoshua’s quote of the verse 
after the words ,על מוקְדָה‎ on the pyre. By 
contrast it has Rabban Gamliel quote the two 
following words עַל-ְהַמִזְבָּחַ‎ (to support his 
view that the substance need only be fit for 
the Altar, not necessarily its fire). This 
reading is also found in Rambam’s version of 
the Mishnah (ed. Kafich). Meleches Shlomo 
asserts that our versions be emended to 
accord with the version found in the 
Gemara. | 


WIN IN 127‏ כָּל הָרָאוּי Maw?‏ אם עָלָה 
Rabban Gamliel says: What-‏ — לא sty‏ 
ever is fit for the Altar should not be‏ 
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taken down once it has gone up [on the 
Altar ]; 

{[Rabban Gamliel understands the 
mishnah’s pronoun it to refer not to the 
fires, as asserted by R’ Yehoshua, but to 
the Altar itself; ie, anything once fit (and 
designated) to be offered upon any part 
of the Altar is not removed once it has 
been placed upon it.] 


שָנָאָמַר: ,,הוא הָעַלָה עַל מוקָדָה עַל-הַמִזְבָּחַ." 
מַה Ad‏ שָהִיא TAN‏ לִמִזְבָּחַ, ON‏ עָלְתָה לא 
תַרָד; אַף 13755 שַהוּא רָאוּי לִמִזְבָּחַ, T2y OX‏ 
as it is said (Lev. 6:2): ‘It, the‏ -- לא יִרְד. 
olah offering, [shall be] upon the pyre‏ 
upon the Altar.’ Just as an olah offering,‏ 
which is [something] fit for the Altar,‏ 
should not be taken down once it has‏ 
gone up [on the Altar]; so too anything‏ 
which is fit for the Altar should not be‏ 
taken down once it has gone up [on the‏ 

Altar ]. 

{[Rabban Gamliel asserts that the char- 
acteristic of the olah offering which is of 
concern is the one implied by the words 
mana ,עַל‎ upon the Altar (see Gem. 83b). 
Anything which was fit and designated 
to be offered upon the Altar in any 
capacity and was subsequently disquali- 
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OX WR?‏ עָלָה לא sp‏ שַנָּאָמַר: ,,הוא הָעַלָה 
על מוקְדָה עַל-ְהַמִּזְבָּחַ". מַה עולֶה, שָהִיא Tax‏ 


זבחים 
ט/א 


ox WR?‏ עָלְתָה לא In‏ אַף כָּל a7‏ שַהוּא 
OX WR? AND‏ עָלָה לא TP‏ רַבֶּן Sona‏ 
אומָר: כָּל הָרְאוּי ody ox mam‏ לא sp‏ 
שנָאָמַר: ,,הוא הָעְלָה על מוּקָדָה עַל-הַמִּזְבָּחַ". mo‏ 
עוּלָה, Tw‏ רְאוּיָה ox mane?‏ עָלְתָה לא san‏ 
4X‏ כָּל דָּבֶר שָהוּא רָאוּי ox sam?‏ עָלָה לא 
ירד. אין TDI IAT P32‏ גּמְלִיאַל 7977 רַבִּי yw?‏ 


יד אברהם 


the Altar the offering substance must be 
fit for in order to be sanctified by the 
Altar (Rav). 


רַבִּי YPWIT?‏ אומָר;: כָּל הָרָאוּי DX (WR‏ עָלָה 
R’ Yehoshua says: Whatever‏ — לא sty‏ 
is fit for the [Altar’s] fires, once it has‏ 
gone up [on the Altar] should not be‏ 

taken down; 

R’ Yehoshua interprets the pronoun it 
in the term fit for it as referring to the 
Altar’s fires; only the parts of the offer- 
ings destined for the fires — 16, the 
sacrificial parts — benefit from the Al- 
tar’s power to sanctify disqualified sub- 
stances. This excludes libations [0°33] 
and blood from the dispensation. These 
substances, if disqualified, are removed 
from the Altar even if they have been 
placed upon it (Rav; Rashi). [See below, 
s.v. [.אין בין‎ 


WNW‏ ,,הוא הָעלָה Sy‏ מוקְדָה עַל-הַמִזְבָּחַ..' 
as it is stated (Lev. 6:2): ‘It, the olah‏ — 
offering, [shall be] upon the pyre upon‏ 
the Altar.‏ 

A fuller quote of this verse is: 1¥ 
הָעַלֶה‎ Nin אֶת-אַהָרן וְאֶתבָּנִיו לאמר: זאת‎ 
עַל-הַמִּזְבָּחַ בָּל-‎ mpm Sy הוא הָעלָה‎ 
,הַלָיְלָה...‎ Command Aaron and his sons 
saying: This is the law of the olah 
offering — it, the olah offering, [shall be] 
be upon the pyre upon the Altar all 
night... 

[In its primary meaning the term 72, 
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olah, in this verse refers to the olah 
offering; ie., the Torah teaches us that 
although the Temple service was gener- 
ally restricted to the daytime, neverthe- 
less the parts placed upon the Altar 
before sundown for burning are to be 
tended and burnt throughout the night. 
However, the entire phrase הָעלָה‎ N17, it, 
the olah offering, is superfluous and 
suggests that a secondary meaning is also 
hinted at here (Malbim to Sifra, Lev. 
6:2).] The literal meaning of olah is that 
which goes up; thus the phrase may also 
be understood as: it, that which has been 
brought up on the pyre, shall be [ie., 
remain] upon the Altar (Rav; Rashi). 


מַה עולָה, שָהיא ox (WR? TAN‏ עָלְתָה לא 
תִרַ; אַף כָּל דְּבָר שָהוּא רָאוּי Toy ox wd‏ 
Just as an olah offering, which‏ -- לא ירד. 
is [something] fit for the [Altar’s] fires,‏ 
should not be taken down once it has‏ 
gone up [on the Altar]; so too anything‏ 
which is fit for the fires should not be‏ 
taken down once it has gone up [on the‏ 

Altar]. 

[Since the primary meaning of the 
word עולָה‎ refers to the olah offering, it is 
assumed that whatever is included in the 
word in the secondary meaning — that 
which has been brought up — must 
share some of the characteristics of the 
olah offering. R’ Yehoshua asserts that 
only that which resembles the olah 
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N Oo 


view of R’ Yehoshua is in regard to blood and libations 
— concerning which Rabban Gamliel says they should 


not be taken down, and R’ Yehoshua says they should 
be taken down. R’ Shimon says: [Whether] the offering 
is valid and the libations are invalid, [or] the libations are 
valid and the offering is invalid, even if both are invalid 
— the offering should not be taken down while the 
libations should be taken down. 


2 "The following should not be taken down once they 
have gone up: That which has been kept 
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(Rashi), but not the main offering. [The 
offering is not affected by the libations’ 
disqualification at all, and it may be 
brought up to the Altar even when its 
libations have been invalidated.] 


[or] the‏ — הַנִּסְכִים NIM Pw.‏ פָּסוּל, 
libations are valid and the offering is‏ 
invalid,‏ 

In this case the offering’s invalid status 
would in effect disqualify the libation as 
well, since libations are consecrated to 
accompany an offering and are subordi- 
nate to it (Rashi). 

The mishnah cannot mean that the liba- 
tions are completely valid since if they are 
valid there would be no reason for them to be 
taken down from the Altar. Rather the 
mishnah must mean that they are valid in 
terms of themselves, but are invalid due to 
the disqualification of the primary offering 
(Tos. 83b, s.v. ,הנסכין‎ Shitah Mekubetzes 
there). 


D303) לא יָרָד,‎ nam - pois אַפִילוּזֶה וְזֶה‎ 
AT — even if both are invalid — the 
offering should not be taken down while 
the libations should be taken down. 
R’ Shimon concurs with Rabban Gam- 
liel that blood and libations are per se 


subject to sanctification by the Altar. 


2. 


stp? עָלוּ לא‎ ox וְאֶלוּ‎ — The following 
should not be taken down once they 
have gone up: 
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However, he differentiates between sub- 
stances offered upon the Altar payy 7153, 
in their own right, such as blood and the 
sacrificial parts of animal offerings, and 
offerings which are presented only as the 
companion offerings of other offerings, 
such as the wine libations [and minchah- 
offerings] which accompany olos and 
shelamim. For the latter, the Altar’s 
sanctification powers have no effect. If 
one, however, consecrated a libation or 
minchah offering to be brought as an 
independent offering (see General Intro- 
duction) and it was later disqualified, it 
would be subject to the Altar’s sanctifica- 
tion, since it would then have been 
brought in its own right. 

R’ Shimon’s source for this distinction 
is the verse in Exodus (29:37): 
whatever touches the Altar shall be 
sanctified (see preface to the mishnah), 
which is followed with (v. 38): And this 
is what you shall offer upon the Altar, 
lambs in their first year ... The implica- 
tion is that the sanctification of disquali- 
fied offerings implied by the previous 
verse applies only to offerings similar to 
lambs — primary offerings that are 
offered in their own right (Rav from 
Gemara 83b). 


[Le., the disqualifications in the follow- 
ing list are amenable to the power of the 
Altar to sanctify disqualified offerings.] 
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אֶלָא הַדֶּם jaw - mw D037)‏ גּמְלִיאֶל אוּמֶר לא 
ATT‏ וְרַבִּי יהושָעַ אומָר ATE‏ רַבִּי שמְעון אומָר: 


זבחים 
ט/א-ב 


pws wy פְּסוּלִים,‎ oI Wz NI 
לא‎ nam - pois an זֶה‎ |x פְּסוּל,‎ 1397) 


ATH וְהַנֶּסְכִים‎ TN 


Dy ox ON) [3]‏ לא ATP‏ הַלָן, וְהַטָמָא, 


יד אברהםס 


fied is not to be taken down from the 
Altar if it was erroneously placed upon 
it.] 


yim? רַבִּי‎ 77372 98771 197 797: P3 PS 
גַמְלִיאַל אומַר לא‎ BTW - וְהַנסְכִים‎ OT אֶלָא‎ 
AT? אומָר‎ yw וְַבִּי‎ TH — The only 
difference between the view of Rabban 
Gamliel and the view of R’ Yehoshua is 
in regard to blood and libations — 
concerning which Rabban Gamliel says 
they should not be taken down, and R’ 
Yehoshua says they should be taken 
down. 

Blood of an offering and libations are 
fit for the Altar, but they are not burnt 
on the fire (Rav). [The blood is thrown 
against the wall of the Altar, or is applied 
to its horns, while the libations are 
poured into a cup on top of the south- 
west corner of the Altar; see above, 6:2.] 
Accordingly, if they were placed upon 
the Altar after being disqualified, Rab- 
ban Gamliel would rule that they remain, 
while R’ Yehoshua would rule that they 
be removed. 

The mishnah speaks about blood 
which has been received in a sacred 
vessel and which has been placed upon 
the Altar while still in that vessel without 
being thrown. According to Rabban 
Gamliel it should now be applied to the 
Altar! [Likewise, if libations which were 
in a sacred vessel were placed upon the 
Altar, they should now be poured.] If it 


has already been applied even R’ Ye- 
hoshua concurs that the blood need not 
(and should not) be wiped off (Tos. 87a,b 
s.v.%3, cited in Tos. R’ Akiva; cf. Tos. to 
Menachos 6b, s.v. (שהרי‎ 

The Gemara (83b) explains that also ex- 
cluded is a kometz of flour which has been 
separated from a minchah but which has not 
yet been consecrated in a separate sacred 
vessel, as required after kemitzah (see Mena- 
chos 1:1). Although the entire minchah was 
consecrated in a sacred vessel prior to 
kemitzah, that consecration does not render 
it fit for the Altar, since the offering as a 
whole is not destined to be offered up on the 
Altar. The separation of the kometz itself 
does not constitute its designation for the 
Altar as long as it is not consecrated again in 
a sacred vessel following its kemitzah 
(Rashi). 


ix pynw רַבִּי‎ — R’ Shimon says: 

[Certain offerings, such as the olah and 
shelamim, require the accompaniment of 
a wine libation (see above, Rambam, 
Maaseh HaKorbanos 2:2). R’ Shimon 
considers the relationship between the 
offering and the libation in regard to the 
law of not removing a disqualified offer- 
ing from the Altar once it has been 
placed upon it.] 


[Whether]‏ - הַָּבַח WI‏ וְהַנָסְכִים פְּסוּלִים, 
the offering is valid and the libations are‏ 
invalid,‏ 
For example, the libations were taken‏ 
out of the Courtyard, or became tamei‏ 


1. However, the owner does not fulfill his obligation with these applications (see Menachos 
25a, Chazon Ish 19:12) [nor may the meat of the offering be eaten even if the meat had no 


intrinsic disqualification]. 
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9 overnight, or which has become tamei, or which has 
2 been taken out [of the Courtyard], or which has been 
slaughtered [with intent for] beyond its time or outside 
its place, or which disqualified people received or threw 
its blood. R’ Yehudah says: The [offering] which was 
slaughtered at night, [or] whose blood spilled, or whose 
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has the power to sanctify disqualified sub- 
stances to an even greater degree than does 
the Altar, ie., whether disqualified sub- 
stances placed in a sacred vessel are sanctified 
to the extent that they may now be offered 
up on the Altar in the first place. On the 
assumption that this is so (see Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:19; see commenta- 
tors ad loc.), the Gemara (87b) reasons that if 
only the reception of the blood was done by 
disqualified people, the blood is immediately 
sanctified by the sacred vessel, and may now 
be thrown by a qualified Kohen, and its 
sacrificial parts may then be brought up to 
the Altar. Thus the mishnah which implies 
that the parts of the offering under discus- 
sion are merely not taken down, but may not 
initially be brought up, speaks of an instance 
in which both the reception and the throw- 
ing of the blood were performed by a 
disqualified person. Our translation which 
renders this passage or if disqualified people 
received ‘or threw its blood follows Rav’s 
commentary, which is apparently based on 
the assumption that sacred vessels do not 
possess the power to sanctify to such an 
extent (see Tif. Yis. §15; and Rambam’s 
commentators). 


a7 — R’ Yehudah says:‏ יְהוּדָה אומָר;: 
{[R’ Yehudah excludes the following‏ 


three cases from the rule of Altar sanctifi- 
cation. ] 


menwaw — The [offering] which‏ בַלִילָה, 
was slaughtered at night,‏ 

All sacrificial avodos, from slaughter 
through throwing the blood, must be 
performed during the daytime (see Gem. 
98a), and are invalid if performed at 
night (see Gem. 56a; Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 4:1). Thus, any sacrifice 
slaughtered at night is invalid. 


7 שַנְּשָפֶּךְ אֶת‎ — for] whose blood 
spilled, 

[The blood must be received in a 
sacred vessel directly from the animal’s 
neck. If it spilled from the neck to the 
floor, that blood is invalid, and may not 
be used even if it was subsequently 
scooped up into a sacred vessel (see 2:1, 
3:2). Thus if all the blood spilled from the 
animal's neck to the ground, or even if it 
was properly received in a sacred vessel 
but it spilled and cannot be recovered, 
the avodah cannot be completed and the 
offering is disqualified (see Tos. 84a,b, s.v. 
[.הנתנין‎ 


1. Tosafos (87a,b, s.v. (בלי‎ remark that if one accepts the premise that sacred vessels do 
sanctify, all passages in the mishnah which imply that blood received by disqualified persons 
is invalid, refer to instances in which the blood was later poured into a non-sacred vessel. One 
of these passages (mentioned by Tos.) is the mishnah (8:7) which ruled that valid blood which 
was mixed together with invalid blood must be poured into the canal. 

Because of the obvious difficulty in explaining all these mishnayos to refer to a case in 
which the blood is no longer in a sacred vessel, Rabbeinu Tam rejects Rashi’s interpretation of 
that Gemara. He explains that the Gemara’s question is only whether the substance in the 
sacred vessel should be placed on the Altar, but not that it should be considered a valid 
offering. Thus, the sacred vessel would be treated the same as the Altar — just as an invalid 
offering is not removed once it has been placed on the Altar, so too it is not removed [from the 
domain of the Altar] once it has been placed in a sacred vessel. Rather, it goes from the vessel 
to the Altar to be consumed [but not to validate the offering]. 


2. The Gemara (83b, 85a) cites the statement of Ulla, that sacrificial parts which were placed 
upon the Altar prior to having their blood thrown, should not be taken down. Tosafos (83b, 
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וְהַיוצָא, וְהַנַּשְחֶט חוּץ yim wera‏ לְמקומו, 
וְשַקְַבְּלוּ TTT 737 WT NX PAWN p90)‏ אומָר;: 


זבחים 
ט/ב 


שגִּשְחַטָה 72722 WAY‏ אֶת KYW) AMDT‏ דָמָה 


PAIN :ד‎ 


oa — That which has been kept 
overnight, 

Both blood and sacrificial parts which 
have been kept in the Courtyard 
overnight in any place except on the 
Altar! are disqualified from further use 
(Rav). (Nevertheless, if they were erro- 
neously placed upon the Altar after their 
disqualification, they are not removed. 
Obviously, blood is included only ac- 
cording to Rabban Gamliel (mishnah 1).] 

When Rav says kept overnight he refers 
only to sacrificial parts. Blood is disqualified 
merely by being kept past sundown (see 
Gem. 56a). Rashi omits the word overnight, 
thereby avoiding this problem. 


or which has become‏ — וְהַטָמָא, וְהַיוצָא, 
tamei, or which has been taken out [of‏ 
the Courtyard],‏ 

[Le., the sacrificial parts became tamei, 
or were taken out of the Courtyard 
subsequent to the slaughter, thereby in- 
validating them for burning on the 
Altar.] 


ign? yim iat? וְהַנִּשְחָט חוץ‎ — or 
which has been slaughtered [with intent 
for] beyond its time or outside its place, 

[Le., it has been slaughtered with the 
intent to eat of it beyond its time (thus 
rendering it piggul), or outside the area 
designated for eating it (thereby invali- 
dating it; see above 2:2,3; Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:7(,[ 


[If the offering was actually slaughtered 
outside its area, ie., outside of the Temple 
Courtyard, it is not subject to sanctification 
by the Altar, since this would surely not be 
considered a disqualification in the Holy, as 
required by the mishnah below).] 

[The mishnah must also speak of a case in 
which the blood was received in a sacred 
vessel. Otherwise it would be in the category 
of הַבֶּם‎ 49W3, blood which spilled, and subject 
to the difference of opinion recorded further 
in the mishnah. Although the offering is 
already disqualified, the act of receiving the 
blood is valid per se, and renders the offering 
amenable to sanctification by the Altar.] 
אֶת דָּמו.‎ PIN wow Yapw) — or which 
disqualified people received or threw its 
blood. 

[Mishnah 2:1 lists all those who are 
disqualified from doing the avodah, and 
who therefore render any avodah per- 
formed by them (such as receiving the 
blood and throwing it) invalid. Slaughter 
by disqualified people is not mentioned 
since slaughter performed by them is 
valid (see 3:1).] 

Similarly, offerings whose blood has 
been conveyed to the Altar by disquali- 
fied people remain subject to Altar sanc- 
tification. The mishnah merely names 
the first and last avodos which are 
invalidated when performed by disquali- 
fied people (Tos. Yom Tov). 

The Gemara (87a), as explained by Rashi, 
ponders the question whether a sacred vessel 


1. The Amora Rabbah holds that when a sacrificial substance is kept on the Altar overnight 
no disqualification takes effect [Nam שָל‎ Wx 3 nyt 1139 px], so that it may even be returned 
to the Altar if it should fall off. Rava disputes this point (Gem. 78a). Rambam (Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:11) accepts Rava’s opinion in accordance with the rule that the halachah is 
decided according to the later Amoraim, in this case Rava (see Kesef Mishneh there). Thus, the 
disqualification does take effect even on the Altar [nam מועָלָת בְּראשו של‎ 732], so that pieces 
that fall off the Altar may not be replaced. (However, as long as the pieces remain on the Altar, 


they may continue to be burnt, just as disqua 
but burnt.] Thus it is puzzling why Rav men 


lified parts placed on the Altar are not removed 
tions an exception for things left overnight on 


the Altar. Rashi omits this qualification. See also Rashi (s.v. (הכי גרסינן‎ and Tosafos (s.v. (מנין‎ to 


Gem. 56a whether the Altar can prevent bloo 
Rabbah. 
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d from becoming disqualified even according to 
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9 blood was taken beyond the curtains — if it was taken 

2 up, it must be taken down. R’ Shimon says: It should not 
be taken down; for R’ Shimon would say: Any 
[offering] whose invalidation is in the Holy, the Holy 
accepts it; [but] if its invalidation was not in the Holy, 
the Holy does not accept it. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


intent to consume the offering outside its 
area does not require that the rest of the 
avodah be valid, it is compared by the Torah 
to piggul [and thus shares its leniency in this 
respect]. 

The halachah is in accord with R’ 
Yehudah’s view (Rav; Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:6,7). 


770 רַבִּי שמְעון אומָר: לא‎ — R’ Shimon 
says: It should not be taken down; 

R’ Shimon rules that the Altar sancti- 
fies even offering parts disqualified in 
the three ways listed by R’ Yehudah and 
finds Biblical exegesis to support his view 
(see Gem. 84a). 

Tosafos (84a, s.v. (הנתנין‎ assert, however, 
that in the case of blood that spilled, if it 
spilled directly from the animal’s neck to the 
ground and was never received in a sacred 
vessel, R’ Shimon concurs with R’ Yehudah 
that the offering parts must be taken down. 
Thus their disagreement concerns only offer- 
ings whose blood was received in a vessel but 
later spilled and was lost. 


MAW‏ רַבִּי שמְעון אומָר: כָּל שָפְּסוּלו בַקְרֶש, 
for R’ Shimon would say:‏ -- הַקְרָש sbapn‏ 
Any [offering] whose invalidation is in‏ 

the Holy, the Holy accepts it; 

[Any offering whose invalidation oc- 
curs in the Courtyard (ie., it was qualified 
to be an offering when it was first 
brought and it was something which 
occurred in the Courtyard that disquali- 
fied it), the Holy (ie., the Altar) accepts it 


(sanctifies it) to the extent that it is not 
removed once it was placed on the Altar. 
The three disqualifications excluded by 
R’ Yehudah occur during the avodah, 
and are therefore in the category of 
invalidations in the Holy, which are not 
removed. | 


apn הַקְדָש‎ px wpa לא הָיָה פָּסוּלו‎ - 
[but] if its invalidation was not in the 
Holy, the Holy does not accept it. 

{If its disqualification is something 
which took effect before it was brought 
to the Temple Courtyard, the Altar does 
not sanctify it and it must be removed 
even if it was placed upon the Altar. The 
next mishnah will list examples of this.] 

R’ Yehudah accepts this rule as well, 
except that he excludes the three cases listed 
above by Biblical exegesis, as explained there 
(see Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:6-8). 

In addition to the disqualifications listed in 
this mishnah, the Gemara (84a) lists a num- 
ber of other disqualifications which are not 
taken down once they have gone up: Offer- 
ings whose blood should have been applied 
to the lower half of the Altar but was applied 
instead to the upper half or vice זט‎ 
offerings whose blood should have been 
applied to the outer Altar but which was 
applied instead in the Sanctuary or vice 
versa; and chatas and _ pesach-offerings 
which were slaughtered for designations 
other than their own. Tosafos (s.v. (הנתנין‎ 
demonstrate that R’ Yehudah, too, acknowl- 
edges this ruling”) However, most holy 


1. Although such a zerikah is valid to the extent that the owners of this group of offerings (as 
well as the next one) have fulfilled their obligations, the sacrificial parts may not be placed 
upon the Altar (see comm. to 2:1, s.v. 9105). 


2. Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:7) omits mention of these disqualifications, implying 
that in his view, the ruling that they should not be taken down if they were placed on the 
Altar reflects only the view of R’ Shimon, and not the halachically accepted view of R’ 
Yehudah (see there §6). Indeed Tosafos (loc. cit.) indicate that such an inference can be drawn 
from Me’ ilah (2b), but Tosafos conclude on other grounds that R’ Yehudah too accepts these 
rulings. 
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זבחים 
ט/ב 


yan‏ לַקְלָעִים - ox‏ עָלְתָה In‏ רַבִּי שמעון 
אוּמַר: לא maw TIN‏ רַבִּי piyaw‏ אוּמָר: 
73 שָפְּסולו wpa‏ הַקְרָש מֶקְבְּלו; לא הָיָה iw‏ 
בּקְרָש, Aap WIPO PS‏ 
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- לְקְלָעִים‎ yin mm] xyw) — or whose 
blood was taken beyond the curtains — 

[Blood of all offerings, even those of 
lesser sanctity, is disqualified if it leaves 
the confines of the Temple Courtyard. If 
all of the blood which had been received 
in the vessel was taken out, the offering, 
too, is disqualified, since there is no blood 
left with which to perform the zerikah. ] 

[The term curtains is used many times 
to denote the Courtyard boundary; see 
comm. to 5:3.] 


an עָלְתָה‎ ox — if it was taken up, it 
must be taken down. 

[An offering disqualified through any 
of the three disqualifications listed here is 
not amenable to Altar sanctification, and 
if its sacrificial parts (or blood) were 
placed upon the Altar they must be 
removed.] 

R’ Yehudah’s exclusion of these three 
disqualifications from the rule that the 
Altar sanctifies is based on Biblical exege- 
sis, by means of which he finds that the 
Torah hints three times at restrictions to 
the Altar’s power of sanctification (Rav 
from Gem. 84b). 

The Torah, however, does not provide a 
hint as to which disqualifications are less 
stringent and therefore amenable to Altar 
sanctification; the determination of which 
disqualifications are to be excluded is based 
on a halachic evaluation of their respective 
merits. R’ Yehudah (Gem. 84b) bases his 
evaluation primarily on whether the disqual- 
ification is dispensed with under any other 
circumstances. The disqualification of blood 


and sacrificial parts left overnight finds 
dispensation in regard to the meat of she- 
lamim and others, which may be eaten for 
two days. Similarly, the disqualification of 
something which is taken beyond its area is 
dispensed with in a bamah [private altar, 
permitted during certain periods of history; 
see below 14:4-8]. A dispensation for disqual- 
ified persons who perform the avodah is 
made for a tamei in the case of communal 
offerings [if these cannot be offered in 
taharah רְּחָיָּה בְּצְבּוּר)‎ MXR); see Rambam, 
Bias HaMikdash 4:12 for details). The 
Gemara (84b) therefore concludes that ac- 
cording to R’ Yehudah, only when the 
avodah was performed by people disquali- 
fied because of tumah should its parts not be 
taken down. Other disqualifications, which 
are not dispensed with under any circum- 
stance, are more stringent and are therefore 
not subject to Altar sanctification. They are 
considered comparable to offerings disquali- 
fied because they were slaughtered at night, 
according to R’ Yehudah.”! 


The disqualification of intent to eat be- 
yond its time is never dispensed with, but it 
nevertheless possesses a degree of legitimacy, 
since the avodah is considered valid in regard 
to the disqualification of piggul. [As stated 
above (mishnah 2:3-4), the piggul invalida- 
tion cannot take effect in an offering whose 
blood avodos have not been performed as 
prescribed. This creates an interesting para- 
dox. Although piggul is itself a disqualifica- 
tion, since the avodah must be otherwise 
valid in order that piggul take effect, the 
offering is considered as having validity in 
regard to the invalidation of piggul.] Simi- 
larly, though the disqualification which re- 
sults from performing the avodah with an 


s.v. (למעוטי קמצים‎ state that Ulla’s statement is true even according to R’ Yehudah because 
there is a difference between offering parts for which blood still exists to ratify their standing 
by zerikah, and those whose blood was lost and can no longer be applied. [Chazon Ish (19:15) 
asserts that they may even be burnt immediately and that one need not now wait until the 
blood is thrown (cf. Mikdash David 4:1, p. 29).] 


2. According to R’ Shimon (below), however, 


even parts of offerings whose avodah was 


performed by other disqualified persons would not be taken down. 
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3. The following did not have their invalidations 

in the Holy: An animal that committed an act of 
bestiality, an animal on which an act of bestiality was 
performed, an [animal] designated [for idolatrous sacri- 
fice], [an animal] which has been worshiped, a [harlot’s] 
payment, a (dog’s] exchange, a mixed breed, a tereifah, 
an [animal] born by Caesarean section, and blemished 
[animals]. R’ Akiva validates in the case of blemished 
(animals]. R’ Chananya the administrator of the Ko- 
hanim says: Father would turn away blemished [ani- 


mals] from the Altar. 


4 Just as once they were brought up they are not 
taken down, so too once they were taken down 


YAD AVRAHAM 


acceptable post facto only according to R’ 
Akiva.] 

The Gemara (85b) limits R’ Akiva’s 
dispensation with yet another stricture. 
Only if the blemish occurred after the 
animal's consecration, so that it once had 
total validity for offering, does R’ Akiva 
rule that its parts should not be taken 
down from the Altar. 


ODT PO NO 7a - =‏ אוּמָר; 
Chananya the administrator of the Ko-‏ 
hanim says:‏ 

The term 110 [sgan] is usually rendered 
deputy [Kohen Gadol]. This translation 
is impossible in the context of R’ 
Chananya’s title, because ההַכְּהָנִים‎ the 
Kohanim, is plural, while the sgan was 
deputy only to the Kohen Gadol and held 
the second-highest rank in the Temple 
hierarchy. He was the Kohen Gadol’s 
deputy and substitute, when necessary. 
See Yad Avraham comm. to Yoma 3:1 
for a discussion of the duties of the sgan. 

Rambam (Klei Hamikdash 4:16) de- 
scribes his functions as follows: The 
administrator [or deputy] to the Kohen 
Gadol was appointed to be of service to 
the Kohen Gadol in his relations with the 
other Kohanim. He stood to the right of 
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the Kohen Gadol constantly, and any 
directions transmitted by the Kohen 
Gadol to the other Kohanim were exe- 
cuted through the sgan. He also assisted 
the Kohen Gadol in his ritual duties. ‘His 
relationship to the Kohen Gadol was that 
of a prime minister to a king.’ 


‘22 Syn pow הָיָה אַבָּא אֶת בַּעָלִי‎ ANN 
הַמִזְבָּחַ.‎ — Father would turn away 
blemished [animals] from the Altar. 

Le., he would remove them surrepti- 
tiously from atop the Altar, taking care 
not to embarrass a sacred offering openly 
(Rav from Gem. 85b). 

Alternatively, R’ Chananya’s state- 
ment adds nothing to the halachah of 
removing disqualified offering parts 
from the Altar as formulated by the first 
Tanna. It merely certifies that the actual 
practice in the Temple followed the view 
of the first Tanna (Gem. 85b). 

Rav, quoting Rambam in in his 
Comm., states that the halachah is in 
accord with R’ Chananya’s view. In his 
code, however (Pesulei HaMukdashin 
3), Rambam makes no mention of R’ 
Chananya’s stricture (Tos. Yom Tov; see 
gloss in the margin of Pesulei HaMuk- 


dashin 3). 
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yang אלו לא הָיָה פְסוּלֶן בַּקרֶש:‎ [a] 
וְהַמִּקְצָה, וְהַגָּעָבָד, וְהָאֶתְנן,‎ YI) 


זבחים 
ט/ג-ד 


ְהַמְחִיר, וְהַבִּלְאִים, ADIT)‏ וְהַיוצָא דפֶן, וּבַעָלִי 
pam‏ רַבִּי עָקִיבָא מַכְשִיר בְּבַעָלִי מוּמִין. "AD‏ 
DTD JAD NO‏ אומַר: דוחֶה הָיָה NN NAN‏ 
בַּעָלִי מוּמִין מָעַל "2a‏ הַמִזְבְּחַ. 


I? DX כֶּךף‎ ATW לא‎ Vy ONY ows [7] 


:ד אברהם 


offerings which were slaughtered in the 
southern part of the Courtyard should be 
taken down from the Altar according to R’ 
Yehudah, and in the view of some Amoraim 


‘wpa לא הָיָה פְסוּלֶן‎ IDK — The following 
did not have their invalidations in the 
Holy: 

[le., they are not subject to Altar 
sanctification even according to R’ Shi- 
mon, and certainly not according to R’ 


Yehudah.] 


INST YIN וְהגּרְבָּע, וְהַמִּקְצָה,‎ YIN 
JET וְהַיוצָא‎ ANT) וְהַמְחִיר, וְהַכּלְאִיִם,‎ — 
An animal that committed an act of 
bestiality, an animal on which an act of 
bestiality was performed, an [animal] 
designated [for idolatrous sacrifice], [an 
animal] which has been worshiped, a 
fharlot’s] payment, a [dog’s] exchange, a 
mixed breed, a tereifah, an [animal] born 
by Caesarean section, 
[See comm. above, 8:1.] 


and blemished [animals].‏ — וּבַעָלִי מוּמִין. 
[See comm. to 8:5.]‏ 

pom מַכְּשיר בְּבַעָלִי‎ KPpy רַבִּי‎ - R’ Akiva 

validates in the case of blemished [ani- 

mals]. 


even according to R’ Shimon (Me’ilah 2b). 
Rambam (Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:7), how- 
ever, rules that they should not be taken 
down; see his commentators. 


2 


Le., R’ Akiva allows its sacrificial parts 
to remain upon the Altar if they were 
placed there (Rav; Rashi). 

R’ Akiva’s ruling concerns only such 
blemishes as a cataract in the eye [and 
similar small blemishes that do not con- 
stitute the loss of a limb]. This is based on 
the validity of such blemished offerings 
in other circumstances, viz., bird offer- 
ings. These are disqualified only by the 
loss of a limb, not by minor blemishes 
(Rav from Gem. 85b)."" 

[This cannot be compared to the disquali- 
fications listed in mishnah 2 whose accep- 
tance upon the Altar is predicated upon their 
validity elsewhere (see s.v. עלתה תרד‎ ox). 
Those disqualified offerings would them- 
selves be valid in other circumstances, there- 
fore they are at least accepted upon the Altar 
post facto, and are not taken down according 
to any Tanna. In the case under discussion, 
however, the animal offering itself can never 
be valid with even a minor blemish under 
any circumstance. Its validity is based solely 
on its acceptability in regard to another type 
of offering — a bird offering. Therefore, it is 


1. However, Rashi (85b, s.v. (הואיל וכשר‎ 6 that in addition to loss of a limb, any 
embarrassing blemish [713279 [מוּם‎ disqualifies a bird offering (cf. Rashi 35b, s.v. .(וכשרין בעופות‎ 
Keren Orah (there) remarks that according to Rashi only cataracts (and perhaps other very 
slight blemishes) do not disqualify. Rambam (Issurei Mizbe’ach 3:1) seems to validate 
anything less than the loss of a limb. See also Tos. 35b, s.v. .אלא‎ 
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they may not be brought up. [If] any of them ascended 
to the top of the Altar while alive, they should be taken 


down. An olah which ascended to the top of the Altar 
while alive should be taken down. [If] he slaughtered it 
atop the Altar, he may skin and dismember [it] in place. 


5. “The following must be taken down [from the Altar 

even] if they were brought up: The meat of the 
most holy [offerings], the meat of the offerings of lesser 
holiness, the remainder of the omer [offering], the two 
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cut up (Lev. 1:6). [The hide itself is not 
burnt but is given to the Kohanim (Lev. 
7:8(.[ The performance of these tasks atop 
the Altar is not considered a dishonor to 
the sanctity of the Altar (see Rashi to 
Gem. 85a, s.v. הפשט‎ PR). The same ruling 
would apply to an olah which was 
slaughtered on the floor of the Courtyard 
and then brought up to the Altar before 
being skinned and cut up (see Tos. 85a, 


s.v. 1x01; Rambam, Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 3:2). 

Rashi (85a, s.v. (ומשני הא קמ"ל‎ clearly 
implies that the mishnah means to say that 
one may skin and dissect the olah atop the 
Altar, but that one need not do so. Aruch 
HaShulchan HaAssid 129:12 and Keren 
Orah assume that one must skin and dissect 
atop the Altar an olah which has been 
slaughtered there. Inexplicably, they do not 
refer to Rashi. 


2 


The following must‏ — וְאָלוּ wy ox‏ יָרְדגּ 
be taken down [from the Altar even] if‏ 
they were brought up:‏ 

The offering parts listed here must be 
removed from the Altar even if they are 
completely valid; they have no affinity 
for the Altar at all (Rav; Rashi). [The 
rule that offering parts are not to be 
removed from the Altar once they are 
brought up applies only to such sub- 
stances which are usually burnt upon the 
Altar, but have been disqualified. The 
substances listed here are never desig- 
nated to be burned, and must therefore 
be removed.] 


wiz Wwa— The meat of the most‏ קַדָשים, 
holy [offerings],‏ 

The meat of all the most holy offerings 
is to be eaten by the Kohanim [except for 
the meat of an olah, which is of course 


burnt in its entirety upon the Altar]. 
Thus, even if it was mistakenly placed on 
the Altar, it should be removed (Rav; 
Rashi). 


the meat of the‏ — וּבְשֶר קָדָשִים קלִים, 
offerings of lesser holiness,‏ 

The meat of these offerings is also 
supposed to be eaten [by the owners] and 
not burnt upon the Altar (Rav; Rashi). 


rnin — the remainder of the omer‏ הָעמָר, 
[offering],‏ 

[The omer is a communal minchah- 
offering brought once a year, on the 
second day of Pesach. A kometz of the 
omer offering is separated from it and 
burnt upon the Altar (Lev. 2:16), and the 
remainder is eaten by the Kohanim (see 
Menachos 6:1). Thus, the remainder of 
the omer offering does not belong on the 
Altar at all.] 


1. The Gemara argues that in contrast to a valid olah, when a disqualified offering is subject 
to Altar sanctification, it is not skinned and dismembered, but is burnt whole upon the Altar. 
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AT? aad wx? orn yw p21 לא יְעָלוּ.‎ 
שְחָטָה‎ 7D anal שֶעָלְתָה חַיָּה לֶראש‎ my 


זבחים 
ט/ה 


בְּראש הַמִּזְבַָּ, NAY) WW?‏ בַּמְקומָהּ. 


WIP Wiz Wwa aT? Dy ox OR) [ה]‎ 
yi rnin קלִים,‎ wap ּבְשָר‎ 


יד אברהס 


4. 


Wy יָרְדוּ לא‎ DX DAT? כְּשֶם שָאם עָלוּ לא‎ 
— Just as once they were brought up 
they are not taken down, so too once 
they were taken down they may not be 

brought up. 

This refers to all the disqualifications 
listed in mishnah 2. Although offerings 
having these disqualifications are not to 
be taken down once they have been 
brought up on the Altar, if they were 
removed from the Altar they may not be 
returned to it (Rav; Rashi). [Thus we see 
that the disqualifications are not voided 
when the offering is placed upon the 
Altar; they are merely suspended. Ac- 
cordingly, when the offering is later 
taken off the Altar, the disqualifications 
reassert themselves. ] 

However, if the fire had already taken 
hold of the disqualified offering parts [yw 
הָאוּר‎ 1732] and they had begun to burn, the 
disqualification is totally lifted, and if they 
were subsequently removed from the Altar, 
they should be returned to it to complete 
their burning (the Amora Ulla, cited by Gem. 
85b). [This will be discussed further in the 
comm. to mishnah 6, s.v. [.לא יחזיר‎ 


AT? לֶראש הַמִּזְבּחַ,‎ ovr yw 1231 — [If] 
any of them ascended to the top of the 
Altar while alive, they should be taken 
down. 

This segment of the mishnah reflects 
R’ Akiva’s view that blemished animals 
are subject to Altar sanctification. In 
regard to these animals, the mishnah 
states that the Altar does not sanctify live 
animals (Rav, Rambam Comm. from 
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Gem. 85a). The mishnah cannot be refer- 
ring to any of the other disqualifications 
because those which the Altar sanctifies 
(mishnah 2) are all invalidations that take 
place after slaughter, while those which 
occur before slaughter (mishnah 3) are in 
any case not subject to Altar sanctifica- 
tion (Rashi 85a). 


In לראש הַמִּזְבְּחַ‎ mn Anoyw עולָה‎ — An 
olah which ascended to the top of the 
Altar while alive should be taken down. 

This segment speaks about a valid 
olah which ascended the Altar while yet 
alive. Thus, there is no novelty in the 
statement that it be taken down. [Since it 
will in any case be returned to the top of 
the Altar after its service has been 
completed, there should be no objection 
against taking it down; in contrast to a 
disqualified offering which may not be 
returned to the Altar once it is taken 
down (from Rashi to Gem. 85a, s.v. 
[.(סיפא‎ It is presented here only to intro- 
duce the concluding statement of the 
mishnah (Rav, Rambam Comm. from 
Gem. 85a). 


Mayan wena mynw — [If] he slaugh- 
tered it atop the Altar, 

[See mishnah 6:1, that slaughter done 
atop the Altar is valid, at least on certain 
parts of it.] 

JMipna ony) ww? — he may skin and 
dismember [it] in place. 

Although an olah is burnt entirely, its 
hide must first be removed and its carcass 
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loaves [offering], the panim breads, the remainders of 


5 minchah- offerings, and the incense. The wool on the 
heads of lambs, and the hair in the beards of he-goats, 
and the bones, gidim, horns, and hooves — as long as 
they are attached, they are brought up, as it is said (Lev. 
1:9): And the Kohen shall burn everything upon the 
Altar. [If] they separated [from the offering], they 
should not be brought up; as it is said (Deut. 12:27): And 
you shall make your olah offerings, the meat and the 


blood. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


olah offerings, and thus the point set 
forth concerning the hair on the heads of 
lambs applies here as well.] 


- וְהַטְלְפַים‎ MPT וְהַגִידִים,‎ nwyyT) — 
and the bones, gidim, horns, and 
hooves — 

[See comm. to mishnah 3:4.] 
,,וְהקָטִיר‎ WRI Ay? BN WW p13 
“manana אֶת -הַכּל‎ yaa — as long as they 
are attached, they are brought up, as it is 
said (Lev. 1:9): ‘And the Kohen shall 
burn everything upon the Altar.’ 

[In all the above cases, as long as the 
parts are attached to the carcass of the 
olah, they need not be removed, but are 
burnt along with it. The word every- 
thing in the verse cited implies that even 
substances one would not at first think 
were part of the offerings are nonetheless 
considered part of it in regard to being 
burnt upon the Altar.] 


pny Mwy, Kaw Ady? פּרְשוּ לא‎ 
“on Awan — [If] they separated [from 
the offering], they should not be brought 
up; as it is said (Deut. 12:27): “And you 
shall make your olah offerings, the meat 
and the blood.’ 

[The full text of the verse reads, And 
you shall make your olah offerings, the 
meat and the blood, upon the Altar of 
HASHEM your God. None of the listed 
substances can, taken by itself, be consid- 
ered to be in the category of meat or 
blood. Thus, this verse excludes sub- 
stances other than these from the Altar. 
This exclusion is applied to substances no 
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longer attached to the ‘meat’ of the 
offering. ] 

[It seems, however, that the fats (a9n, 
cheilev) are considered to be included in the 
term meat, for there is no question that the 
fats must be burnt upon the Altar (they 
comprise the bulk of the sacrificial parts). 
Since the mishnah assumes that the verse 
excludes from the Altar anything not men- 
tioned in it, the term used by the verse must 
be said to include the fats (see R’ Yosef Engel, 
Tziyunim LaTorah ch. 11; Rashi to Pesachim 
23b [,(חלבה .צ.5‎ 

The term xy? ,לא‎ they should not be 
brought up, would seem to imply that if they 
had already been brought up to the Altar 
they should not be taken down even if they 
separated from the limbs to which they were 
attached. The Gemara (86a) cites a baraisa 
which records a dispute in this matter be- 
tween the Tanna Kamma, who endorses this 
view, and Rabbi, who requires these sub- 
stances to be removed from the Altar even if 
they became separated from the limbs on top 
of the Altar. Rashi (to Gem. 86a, s.v. מאן‎ 
mynw) states that the mishnah follows the 
view of Rabbi, that once the listed substances 
are separated from the offering they must be 
taken down (the same as the meat of the most 
sacred offerings, etc.). This seems also to be 
Rambam’s view (Maaseh HaKorbanos 6:2; 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:16). Tosafos (86a, s.v. 
1x), however, assert that the mishnah allows 
these substances to remain upon the Altar if 
they were separated from the offering atop 
the Altar. 

In the comm. to the previous mishnah (s.v. 
,(כשם‎ the statement of Ulla was cited to the 
effect that once the fire has taken hold of the 
disqualified substance וְמְשָלָה בָהָן הָאוּר]‎ the 
substance is replaced on the Altar if it should 
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Ming “WA הַלָחֶם, וְלְָחֶם הַפָּנִים,‎ nw 
TIAW כְבָשִים, וְהַשעֶָר‎ wWRIAW MYT NUM 


זבחים 
ט/ה 


DPN OPM yy owen‏ וְהַטְלָפִים 
DAN WwW para -‏ יַעָלוּ PORT), WRI‏ 
yA‏ אֶת-הַכּל ww “onan‏ לא Wy?‏ 

“OW Wal phy Mwy, שנָאָמַר:‎ 


יד אברהם 


"nw — the two loaves [offering],‏ הַלְחֶם, 

[On the Shavuos festival a group of 
offerings is brought, accompanied by 
two loaves of bread. The loaves are 
heaved (751m) together with the two 
communal shelamim offerings, but no 
further avodah is performed with them. 
After the shelamim have been offered, 
the loaves are distributed among the 
Kohanim to be eaten (Lev. 23:17-20; 
Rambam, Temidin U’ Mussafin 8:1-11).] 


the panim breads,‏ — וְלְחֶם הַפָּנִים, 

[Every Sabbath twelve loaves were 
arranged upon the Shulchan [Table] 
which stood in the Sanctuary. These 
loaves, known as lechem hapanim 
(panim breads), were accompanied by 
two spoons filled with frankincense. The 
twelve loaves and frankincense which 
had been placed upon the Shulchan the 
previous Sabbath were removed, and the 
new panim loaves were then put down. 
The frankincense was burnt upon the 
Altar, while the old loaves were dis- 
tributed to the Kohanim to be eaten (Lev. 
24:5-9).] 


wi — the remainders of‏ מְנְחות, 
minchah-offerings,‏ 

[A kometz is separated from most 
minchah- offerings to be burnt upon the 
Altar; the remainder of these offerings is 
then eaten by the Kohanim (see Mena- 
chos 6:1). Since all the above-mentioned 
items are offering parts which should be 
eaten, the Altar has no effect on them at 


all.] 


and the incense.‏ — וְהַקְטרֶת. 
[Incense was offered twice daily upon‏ 
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the inner (golden) Altar (Ex. 30:7-8, 
34-36).] Thus, it has no place upon the 
fires of the outer Altar (Rav; Rashi). 


The wool on the‏ -- הַצְּמָר WK AW‏ כְבָשים, 
heads of lambs,‏ 

The wool is not subject to the rule 
governing the first group of substances 
listed here, which are categorically re- 
jected by the Altar. Rather it belongs to 
the next group regarding which the rule 
is that they are not taken down as long as 
they are attached to the limb being burnt 
(Rav). 

Thus, the correct version of the word הַצָמָר‎ 
(the wool) is without a conjunctive ,סקט‎ 
indicating that a new clause begins here 
(Rav; Rashi). 

The lambs spoken of here are olah 
offerings, the heads of which are burnt 
on the Altar together with the rest of the 
offering. In contrast to the rest of the olah 
carcass, however, the head is not skinned 
but is offered intact, thus raising the 
possibility of burning the attached wool 
(Rav; Rashi). [The rest of the hide, and 
surely the wool upon it, is removed 
before the placement of the limbs on the 
Altar. If that hide or wool was placed on 
the Altar, it must be taken down, as 
stated at the end of the previous mish- 
nah. Similarly, the heads of other offer- 
ings are not burnt upon the Altar, and 
they along with their wool would be 
governed by the same rule as the meat of 
offerings, as set forth in the first clause of 
the mishnah.] 

and the hair in the‏ — וְהַשָעָר Tpraw‏ תִּישִים, 
beards of he-goats,‏ 

[The he-goats spoken of here are also 
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Oo © 


6. | [f] any of these were ejected from atop the Altar, 
they [need] not be returned. Similarly, an ember 


which was ejected from the Altar. Limbs [of offerings] 
which were ejected from the Altar — before midnight, 


YAD AVRAHAM 


The commentary to mishnah 4 (s.v. (כשם‎ 
cited the statement of Ulla (Gem. 85b) that 
disqualified offering parts which have be- 
come subject to the Altar fire בָּהֶן]‎ 72W 
[ְהָאוּר‎ are returned to the Altar even if they 
were removed. This seems to contradict the 
mishnah’s ruling here that ejected pieces of 
disqualified offerings are not replaced upon 
the Altar. Tosafos (86a, s.v. (וכולן‎ point out, 
however, that according to Rashi’s explana- 
tion here that the ejected pieces need not be 
returned, the contradiction can be resolved 
by assuming that Ulla only means that the 
partially consumed pieces may be returned, 
but that they do not need to be returned, as 
our mishnah teaches. 

Tosafos, however, apparently consider the 
possibility that our mishnah means that the 
ejected pieces should not be replaced upon 
the Altar (see also Keren Orah and Mikdash 
David ch. 6, p. 40). Accordingly, they suggest 
two other solutions. The first is that our 
mishnah refers to pieces which have been at 
least partially consumed. Such pieces are not 
to be returned to the Altar, since the require- 
ment to let them burn has been minimally 
fulfilled. Ulla’s ruling, on the other hand, 
refers to pieces that have only begun to be 
affected by the fire, 1.6, they have merely 
been singed (see also Rashi 85b, s.v. משלה בהן‎ 
.(האור‎ This is insufficient to be considered a 
fulfillment of the burning requirement, even 
minimally, but it is sufficient to remove the 
disqualification and to require the pieces to 
be resubmitted to the Altar for a more 
complete burning. 

Tosafos also suggest that there may be a 
distinction between pieces that were re- 
moved by a person (which should be re- 
turned, as per Ulla’s ruling) and pieces ejected 
by the force of the Altar fire (which our 
mishnah teaches are not to be returned). 


nama 72a Syn mypey n2ma 132} - 
Similarly, an ember which was ejected 
from the Altar. 

A wood ember which burst from the 
Altar’s pyre need also not be returned to 
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the Altar to be burned up completely 
(Rav; Rashi). 

It could have been thought that once an 
ember becomes part of the pyre it is incum- 
bent that it be completely burned. Indeed, 
Tosafos (86a, s.v. (וכלן‎ argue that if an ember 
is removed from the Altar by a person it 
remains in the Altar’s domain and must be 
returned. It is only an ember which was 
ejected (by itself) which need (or should) not 
be returned (according to Tosafos). 

Rashi (Me’ilah 9b, s.v. (וכן‎ comments that 
the ember spoken of here is a wood ember, 
and not the charred remains of (valid) 
offering limbs. The latter must be returned 
until totally consumed, as stated further in 
our mishnah. However, even if the ember 
was ejected from the heap of ashes which are 
collected at the center of the Altar, in which 
case one should assume that at least some ash 
from offering parts adheres to it, it need 
nevertheless not be returned. Perhaps this is 
the point made by the mishnah. 


- mana 72a Sy aypaw אַבָרִים‎ — Limbs 
fof offerings] which were ejected from 
the Altar — 

[Le., limbs of an olah, which should be 
burnt upon the Altar. The same ruling 
applies to the sacrificial parts of other 
offerings.] 


vim miyod קודֶם‎ — before midnight 
[they] should be returned [to the Altar], 
The mishnah refers to pieces of limbs 
which have hardened as a result of their 
exposure to the fire, but still have some 
substance left to them. These must be 
returned to the Altar up until midnight 
for a more complete burning. However, 
if there is yet any part which is com- 
pletely unconsumed, it ‘must be returned 
to the Altar even after midnight. Con- 
versely, if the part which has been ejected 
has been burnt until nothing of sub- 
stance remains, it need not be returned 
even before midnight (Gem. 86a,b). 


Chapter Nine: HaMizbe’ach MeKadesh 


זבחים 
ט/ו 


aa Dyn ypaw n>) [1]‏ הַמִזְבְּחַ, לא יְָחַזִיר. 
noma 72)‏ שָפֶּקְעָה Syn‏ 22" 
הַמְִּבָּחַ. אַבָרִים DIp — mand aa Syn aypsw‏ 


:ד אברהם 


come off. The Gemara (85b) records one 
version of Ulla’s statement according to 
which the status of even these substances 
(hair, wool, etc.) is altered once the fire has 


affected them. Rambam (Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 3:8-9), however, does not accept this 
version of Ulla’s statement as halachah. [See 
further comm. to next mishnah, s.v. [,לא יחזיר‎ 


6. 


The previous mishnahs of this chapter delineated which disqualified offering parts 
are retained upon the Altar in case they were erroneously placed there. Nevertheless, 
mishnah 4 set forth the rule that if they were subsequently taken down, they may not 
be returned to the Altar. The following mishnah teaches that this rule of non-return 
applies to these substances only before they have begun to be burned by the Altar 
fires; but once the Altar’s fires have taken hold of them, even if only partially, they 
have the effect of transforming the status of the substances from disqualified to 


sanctified. Accordingly, they are returned to the Altar even after removal. 


O22 — [If] any of‏ שָפְּקָעוּ aa Fy‏ הַמִזְבְּחַ, 
these were ejected from atop the Altar,‏ 

The phrase any of these refers to both 
the disqualified offerings listed in mish- 
nah 2 and the attached wool, hair, etc., of 
mishnah 5 (Rav; Rashi). 

The mishnah considers a case in which 
these substances were partially consumed 
by the fires. Had they been totally valid 
offering parts there would have been an 
obligation to return the partly consumed 
remains to the Altar. However, since 
these are pieces of disqualified offerings 
that have been sanctified by the Altar, 
the following ruling applies. 

[The status of the second group (wool, 
hair, etc.) is slightly different and will be 
discussed below.] 

The term ,פָּקעוּ‎ were ejected, literally 
means to fly off. It refers to things 
propelled from the Altar by the occa- 
sional bursting of pieces as a result of 
having their moisture seared out of them 
by the heat of the fire (Rambam 
Comm.). 


vin? לא‎ — they [need] not be returned. 
The translation need not [instead of 
should not] is based on Rav and Rashi 


(but see below for Tosafos’ view). Hav- 
ing been partially burnt by the Altar’s 
fires, their previous disqualifications are 
removed and they may now be returned 
to the Altar. At the same time, the 
avodah of burning is considered to have 
been accomplished regarding these dis- 
qualified substances, and there is there- 
fore no need to return them to the Altar 
to be totally burned, as would be the rule 
for valid offering parts. [The Gemara 
(86a) derives this distinction from Biblical 
exegesis. ] 

Similarly, the wool, hair, bones, etc. 
which have been [partially] consumed by 
the fire and then separated from the meat 
of the offering need not [but may] be 
returned to the Altar. Although in their 
natural, unburned state it would surely 
not have been permissible to return them 
to the Altar once they separated from the 
sacrificial limb (as stated in mishnah 5), 
and according to the view accepted as 
halachah, they would even have to be 
removed from the Altar (see comm. to 
mishnah 5, s.v. ,(פרשו‎ their partial con- 
sumption by the Altar fires elevates them 
to the degree that they may at least be 
returned.” 


1. If they came off the Altar still attached to a piece of meat, they should be returned, because 
it is an obligation to return even partly consumed pieces of valid offering parts to the Altar 
until they are entirely consumed by the flames. 
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9 [they] should be returned [to the Altar], and one is liable 

7 for me’ilah on their account; after midnight, they 
should not be returned [to the Altar], and one is not 
liable to me’ilah on their account. 


7% Just as the Altar sanctifies that which is fit for it, so 

the ramp [to the Altar] sanctifies. Just as the Altar 
and the ramp sanctify that which is fit for them, so 
[sacred] vessels sanctify. Vessels [designated] for fluids 
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itself (from Rav). 

The Gemara (87b) questions this on the 
grounds that in conveying the parts from the 
ramp to the Altar, the Kohen lifts them off 
the ramp and thereby removes them from 
the domain of its sanctification. [Thus, they 
should be subject to the rule that once they 
have been taken down (from the Altar) they 
are not returned to it (mishnah 4).] To resolve 
this problem the Gemara suggests that the air 
space above the ramp and Altar may possess 
the same power of sanctification as the ramp 
and Altar (Gem. 87b). The Gemara, however, 
also considers the possibility that the air 
space does not possess the same power of 
sanctification as the Altar and ramp. If this 
position is accepted, the disqualified parts 
which were placed on the ramp may not be 
lifted from it and then placed on top of the 
Altar. Rather, they must be dragged along 
the ramp up to the Altar top to avoid 
removing them from the ramp’s sanctifying 
domain. 


כְּשֶם nama‏ וְהַכְּבָש pwrzn‏ אֶת USI‏ לָהָן, 
Just as the Altar‏ — 72 הַבָּלִים wipe‏ 
and the ramp sanctify that which is fit‏ 
for them, so [sacred] vessels sanctify.‏ 

In regard to sacred utensils too, the 
Torah (Ex. 30:29; see Rashi there) says: 
wap? בָּהֶם‎ yaw-7D, whatever comes in 
contact with them shall be sanctified, 
indicating that utensils too have powers 
of sanctification (Rav from Gem. 87a; cf. 
Rashi and Tos. there). 


Rambam (Comm. and _ Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:18) adds a condition: 
The object which is in the utensil must be 
fit for it (see also Rashi to Ex. 30:29). 

Probably this condition was ‘stated in 
Rambam’s text of the Gemara 87a (see 
Shitah Mekubetzes §6). It is also in Sifra to 
Leviticus 6:2. It is also implied by the ruling 
further in the mishnah that vessels desig- 
nated for fluids sanctify only fluids. 

[The sanctification of utensils pertains 
to elevating the objects placed in them 
(e.g., the flour of minchah- offerings, the 
wine of libations) to the level of קדוּשַת‎ 
,הַגוּף‎ physical sanctity, [in contrast to 
,קְדוּשַת דָּמִים‎ monetary sanctity] and 
therefore not amenable to redemption if 
they are subsequently disqualified (see 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:18, Menachos 
100b, 12:1). It also relates to making the 
objects subject to disqualification due to 
tumah, being taken out of the Courtyard, 
and being left overnight (Rashi to Ex. 
30:29( 

The sanctifying power of utensils cannot, 
however, refer to the rule stated concerning 
the Altar, that disqualified offerings once 
brought up should not be taken down. Since 
utensils cannot be used to burn the offerings 
in them, the concept of non-removal is not 
relevant. However, according to Rashi’s ex- 
planation, the Gemara (87a,b) considers the 
possibility that sacred vessels may possess 
the power to sanctify disqualified blood to 


1. Rashiis consistent in his commentary, repeating it in Zevachim 20b (s.v. (יציאה‎ and 888 (s.v. 
,(אבל מקדשין‎ and Menachos 87b (s.v. .(א"ל‎ Tosafos (Zevachim 20b, s.v. יציאה‎ and Menachos 
9a, s.v. 9’) assert that regarding the disqualification of leaving the Courtyard, sanctification 
in a vessel is not sufficient. However, they concur with Rashi regarding tumah and remaining 
overnight (as clearly stated in the mishnah Me’ilah 9a, 2:6-9). Only when the offering’s 
avodah has begun, does taking it out of the Courtyard result in its disqualification. 
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pry im‏ מועלין Jaa‏ 
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a poy — and one is liable for 
me’ilah on their account; 

One who inadvertently uses sacred 
property for his personal benefit must 
bring an asham, make restitution, and 
add an additional fifth to that amount 
(see Lev. 5:15-16; mishnah 5:5). In regard 
to the parts of offerings which are 
offered up on the Altar, one is liable for 
meilah only as long as the offering 
process has not been completed. This is 
an example of the well-known Talmudic 
maxim that injyn nwyiw 137 49 PR 
בו‎ poyini, there is no [offering] whose 
requirements have been fulfilled that is 
yet subject to me’ilah (Yoma 59b). Be- 
cause up until midnight the limbs under 
discussion must be returned to the Altar 
fire, their requirement to be burnt on the 
Altar is not considered to have been 
fulfilled, and they can therefore still 
cause me’ilah liability (Rav; Rashi). 


svi לְאַחַר חָצות, לא‎ — after midnight, 
they should not be returned [to the 
Altar ], 

Le., even if the limbs were ejected from 
the Altar before midnight they should 
not be returned to it once midnight has 


1 


כְּשֶם NaMmAW‏ מְקְדָש אֶת הָרָאוּי לו, 72 הַבָּבָש 
Just as the Altar sanctifies that‏ -- מקרש. 
which is fit for it, so the ramp [to the‏ 

Altar] sanctifies. 

[Anything which is fit for the Altar 
and which is consequently not removed 
from it even though it is disqualified (see 
mishnah 1-2), may also not be taken off 
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passed (Gem. 87a). 

The Gemara (86b) bases the differenti- 
ation between before and after midnight 
on Biblical exegesis. The Torah (Lev. 6:2) 
states in regard to olah limbs the require- 
ment that they remain upon the Altar 
,כָּלהַלִיִלָה עַד-הַבְּקֶר 6זעק‎ all night until 
morning. The words until morning are 
redundant and are therefore taken as a 
reference to a ‘morning’ earlier than 
dawn, ie., midnight (Rav based on the 
interpretation of Tosafos, s.v. 9X). Thus, 
the verse states two contradictory times 
for burning limbs: All night, and until 
morning (midnight). Logic dictates that 
the longer time — all night — is reserved 
for unconsumed parts, while the shorter 
period suffices for parts which have been 
consumed to the point that they are 
brittle (see Tos. loc. cit.). 


Va מועַלין‎ px — and one is not liable to 
me ilah on their account. 

Since they are considered to be suffi- 
ciently consumed [to the degree that they 
need not be returned to the Altar], their 
requirements have been fulfilled, and as 
such they are no longer subject to the 
laws of me’ilah (Rav; Rashi). 


the Altar once it has been deposited on 
the Altar’s ramp. Rather, it should be 
conveyed from the ramp to the top of the 
Altar for burning (see Gem. 87b; Ram- 
bam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:18).] 

The Gemara (87a) derives from Bibli- 
cal exegesis that the ramp possesses the 
same sanctification powers as the Altar 
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sanctify fluids, and the measures [designated] for solids 
sanctify solids. Vessels [designated] for fluids do not 


sanctify solids, nor do measures [designated] for solids 


sanctify fluids. 


Sacred vessels which were punctured — if they can 
still be used for a purpose similar to that for which they 
had been used when whole, they sanctify; and if not, 
they do not sanctify. All of them sanctify only in the 


Holy. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


N37 מִקְדְּשוּת אֶת‎ Way nim x9) — nor do 
measures [designated] for solids sanc- 
tify fluids. 

The Gemara (88a) comments that this 
constraint on the sanctification power of 
vessels refers only to their power to 
render a consecrated object fit for offer- 
ing upon the Altar. In regard to sanctifi- 
cation as it concerns disqualification (and 
redemption), vessels designated for solids 
do sanctify liquids and vice versa. How- 
ever, Rambam does not cite this distinc- 
tion in his Code and seems to have had a 
variant text of the Gemara according to 
which this comment refers to something 
else (see Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:20 with 
Kesef Mishneh, Aruch HaShulchan 
HaAssid 130:20). 


כְּלִי הַקְרָש שָנִּקְבוּ - OX‏ עושִים bo‏ מְעִין 
Sacred‏ — מְלַָאכְתֶּן שָהָיוּ עושין om‏ שִלָמִים, 
vessels which were punctured — ‘f they‏ 
can still be used for a purpose similar to‏ 
that for which they had been used when‏ 

whole, 

[Le., in a vessel designated for liquids, 
if the hole is not big enough to cause a 
significant leak (see Keilim 3:1), or if it is 
in the side of the vessel so that it can be 
used to hold liquids up to the point of the 
puncture, it can still fulfill its original 
function to some extent (see Shabbos 95b, 
Tos. there 96a, s.v. .(ולענין‎ For solids, the 
hole would have to be so large that even 
solids cannot be held in the vessel (Keilim 
3:1([ 


they sanctify;‏ -- מִקְבְּשין 
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{They are still considered vessels and 
therefore retain their power to sanctify.] 

However, in the Temple one does not 
fix a vessel which has been punctured or 
broken; rather a new one is made. 
Similarly, one does not sharpen a slaugh- 
tering knife which was nicked and as a 
result may not be used for slaughter. 
Vestments worn by the Kohanim which 
have become dirty are not washed. 
Rather, new ones are made and the old 
ones are used to make wicks for the 
Menorah and for lighting the Simchas 
Beis Hashoevah celebration (see Succah 
5:3). The reason for all of the above is 
that: There should be no [manifestation 
of] poverty in the place of richness (Rav, 
Rambam Comm. from Gem. 88a,b). 


PX AX? ox} — and if not, they‏ מִקַדְּשִים. 
do not sanctify.‏ 

[If they cannot perform their original 
function they are no longer considered 
vessels and cannot sanctify what is 
placed in them. See further comm. to 
mishnah 11:6.] 


All of them‏ -- וְכְלֶן OW IPN PX‏ אֶלָא בַקְרָש. 
sanctify only in the Holy.‏ 

[Both the vessels designated for fluids 
and measures designated for solids sanc- 
tify only in the Holy.] The term Holy as 
used here refers to the Temple Courtyard 
(Rashi). [But substances placed in sacred 
vessels in the area of the Temple Mount 
outside of the Courtyard (e.g., in the 
Women’s Courtyard) do not thereby 
acquire consecration.] 
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allow it to be thrown on the Altar and 
thereby permit its sacrificial parts to be burnt 
on the Altar. Tosafos (s.v. (כלי שרת‎ strongly 
object to this explanation (this has been 
noted in the comm. to mishnah 2, s.v. ושקבלו‎ 
.(פסולין‎ Nevertheless, Rambam accepts it as 
halachah and rules that disqualified blood in 
a sacred vessel may be thrown (Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:19; see commentators ad 
loc.). 


Vessels [designated ] for fluids‏ — בְּלִי הַלַח 
Le., vessels used to receive blood, oil‏ 
and wine (Rav; Rashi). Also the vessels‏ 
used to measure fluids, as listed in‏ 
Menachos 9:2 (Tos. Yom Tov).‏ 


2 אֶת‎ putz — sanctify fluids, 

[The concept of sanctification here 
refers to the sanctification necessary to 
make the object being sanctified suscep- 
tible to the disqualifications of tumah, 
remaining overnight, and going out of 
the Courtyard, and to render it impervi- 
ous to redemption, as stated earlier (s.v. 
שהמזבח והכבש‎ ow). It also refers to the 
sanctification necessary for non-animal” 
offerings [despite their oral consecration; 
see General Introduction] in order to 
render them eligible to be offered upon 
the Altar (see Gem. 88a).] 


WIT אֶת‎ Nw APN Wax ומדות‎ — and the 


measures [designated] for solids sanc- 
tify solids. 

There were two measures for solids, 
the full issaron”! and the half-issaron 
(Rav; Rashi; see Menachos 9:1). 


Rashi (s.v. (ומדות‎ comments on the change 
of terminology from 723, vessel, used for 
liquids, to nim, measures, for solids. He 
explains that there were no vessels in the 
Temple which were set aside to be used 
primarily for solids, except for the measures. 
The vessels used to present minchah- of fer- 
ings and to convey the kometz to the Altar 
would be drawn from the various basins 
used for liquids (see also Tos. Menachos 8b, 
s.v. ;בלי‎ cf. Tos. Yom Tov and Tos. here). 


WII אֶת‎ pupa כָּלִי הַלַח‎ px — Vessels 
[designated] for fluids do not sanctify 
solids, 

This refers only to liquid measures, 
which obviously cannot be used to meas- 
ure solids. Because they are consecrated 
for a specific purpose — measuring — 
they can sanctify only something which 
is fit to be placed in them for that 
purpose. Vessels used to receive and hold 
blood, oil or wine, however, are intrinsi- 
cally fit to hold solids (indeed they are 
routinely used to hold minchah-offer- 
ings) and they therefore also sanctify 
solids (Gem. 88a, Rashi). 


1. Tosafos (Chullin 3a, s.v. ,בגון‎ and Zevachim 47a s.v. (איזהו‎ debate whether this is 
unnecessary for animal offerings, or whether it is just that the slaughtering knife serves in lieu 


of a sacred vessel in this regard. 


2. The issaron (lit., tenth) is one tenth of the Biblical measure ephah. The ephah equals three 
seah. Each seah is the volume of 144 eggs, so that the issaron equals 43.2 egg volumes. The 
volume of an egg is variously estimated to be between two and four liquid ounces. 


משניות / זבחים — פרק ט: המזבח מקדש 
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10 
12, 


1. hatever is more frequent than another precedes 

the other. The tamid offerings precede the 
mussaf offerings, the Sabbath mussaf offerings precede 
the Rosh Chodesh mussaf offerings, [and] the Rosh 
Chodesh mussaf offerings precede the Rosh Hashanah 
mussaf offerings; as it says (Numbers 28:23): Besides the 
morning olah offering, which is the continual olah 


offering, shall you offer these. 


2. hatever is more sacred than another precedes the 
other. The blood of a chatas offering precedes 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Gemara (90b) to ponder which of the two 
criteria — frequency and sacredness — pre- 
vails when they conflict with each other. 
Thus it could conceivably be argued that 
because of its relative sacredness, the mussaf 
of Rosh Hashanah should precede the mus- 
saf of Rosh Chodesh, and that the claim to 
precedence on the basis of frequency be 
overridden in this case. However, the 
Gemara concludes that the sanctity of Rosh 
Hashanah devolves also upon the Rosh 
Chodesh offering which is intrinsically con- 
nected with Rosh Hashanah (see Gem. 91a).] 


Wx ZAI n2y tan, Kaw‏ לָעַלַת 

as it says‏ — הַתָּמִיד nx wwyn‏ -אָלָה" 
(Numbers 28:23): ‘Besides the morning‏ 
olah offering, which is the continual olah‏ 
offering, shall you offer these.’‏ 

This verse is stated in the context of 
the mussaf offering of Pesach. The 
phrase besides the morning olah offering 
implies that the morning offering has 
already been offered and that it is now to 
be followed by the festival mussaf offer- 
ings. This in itself would not, however, 
establish the rule that precedence is based 
on the degree of frequency. Nevertheless, 


2: 


30 קודֶם אֶת‎ Naqn וְכָל הַמִקְדֶּש‎ - 
Whatever is more sacred be another 
precedes the other. 
[Another criterion for establishing 
precedence in sacrificial rites is sacred- 
ness. If two offerings are to be offered, 


[251] 


THE MISHNAH / ZEVACHIM — 


the redundance of the Torah’s reference 
to the daily tamid offering — the morn- 
ing olah offering, which is the continual 
[i.e., tamid [ olah offering — implies that 
the precedence of the tamid is due to 
its constantness — because it is the 
continual olah offering. Consequently, a 
precedent is established to order prece- 
dence on the basis of relative constant- 
ness or frequency (Rav, Rashi to Gem. 
89a). 


Although the law which enjoins us to give 
precedence to that which is more frequent is 
Scriptural in derivation, nevertheless no dis- 
qualification results when the order of prece- 
dence has not been followed. Moreover, if 
one merely slaughtered the less frequent 
offering first, he may conclude its entire 
service before beginning to offer the more 
frequent offering. He need not, nor should 
he, temporarily set aside the blood of the first 
offering [to wait until the more frequent 
offering is slaughtered and offered], for todo 
so would be to denigrate [1191] the offering 
already slaughtered out of sequence (see 
Gem. 918 with Rashi, s.v. ;אבל לא שחטיה‎ 
Rambam, Temidin U’ Mussafin 9:3). 


the one deemed more sacred is offered 
first. 

As we will see from the examples 
given in the mishnah, an offering is not 
categorically considered to be more sa- 
cred than another, nor is sanctity mea- 
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DT 30 NX קודם‎ MANN הַמִקְדָּש‎ 
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חַטָאת קודֶם oT?‏ עולָה, מִפָּנִי שַהוּא 


יד אברהס 
Chapter 0‏ 


What-‏ -- כָּל הַתָּדִיר DTP Made‏ אֶת חָבָרוּ. 
ever is more frequent than another‏ 
precedes the other.‏ 

[Whenever there are two or more 
sacrifices to be offered, priority is ac- 
corded on the basis of frequency; ie., 
whichever offering occurs most fre- 
quently is given the honor of being 


offered first.] 


paging קודְמִין‎ oranda — The tamid 
offerings precede the mussaf offerings, 

[Two communal olah offerings are 
supposed to be sacrificed each day, one in 
the morning and one in the afternoon. 
These are known 85 ,תְמִידִים‎ tamid offer- 
ings [lit., continual offerings ]. The morn- 
ing tamid offering precedes even the 
most frequently offered mussaf offerings 


— those of the Sabbath.] 


WIN קוּדְמִין לְמוּסְפִי ראש‎ Naw מוּסְפִי‎ — the 
Sabbath mussaf offerings precede the 
Rosh Chodesh mussaf offerings, 

[If Rosh Chodesh occurred on the 
Sabbath, the Sabbath’s mussaf offerings 
are offered first, followed by those of the 
Rosh Chodesh mussaf. Both follow the 
tamid offering.] Since the Sabbath occurs 
more often than Rosh Chodesh, its mus- 
saf is a more frequent offering than that 


of Rosh Chodesh (Rashi). 


משניות / זבחים - פרק 2 כל התדיר 


This case broadens the criterion of fre- 
quency. Not only is the daily offering 
considered frequent (in an objective sense), 
but even offerings which are not brought 
daily are considered frequent relative to other 
offerings which are brought even less fre- 
quently. Thus the Sabbath mussaf offerings, 
clearly not daily offerings, are nevertheless 
given priority because of their frequency 
relative to the Rosh Chodesh mussaf offer- 
ings (see Gem. 89a). 


wa קודְמִין לְמוּסְפִי ראש‎ WIN מוּסְפִי ראש‎ 
-- [and] the Rosh Chodesh mussaf offer- 
ings precede the Rosh Hashanah mussaf 

offerings; 

[Because of the dual aspect of Rosh 
Hashanah — it is both Rosh Chodesh 
and the festival of Rosh Hashanah — 
two groups of mussaf offerings are 
brought on Rosh Hashanah (see Num- 
bers 29:6). Of these two groups, the Rosh 
Chodesh mussaf offerings are obviously 
the more frequent ones and they are 
therefore offered before the mussaf of- 
ferings of Rosh Hashanah.] 

[Here too the mishnah teaches us an 
application of the rule of frequency which 
might perhaps not have been derived from 
the general statement of the mishnah. The 
following mishnah establishes that prece- 
dence is also established on the basis of 
relative sanctity (wm). This leads the 
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the blood of an olah offering because it effects 


2 atonement. The limbs of an olah offering precede the 
sacrificial parts of a chatas offering because they are 
entirely [consigned] to the [Altar’s] fires. A chatas 
offering precedes an asham offering because its blood is 
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equally frequent, the chatas would precede 
as stated in our mishnah; in fact, however, 
the mussaf is offered more frequently. The 
Gemara does not resolve the question. Conse- 
quently, Rambam (Temidin U’Mussafin 9:2) 
rules that one may give precedente to 
whichever offering he wishes."! 


miy “ax — The limbs of an olah 
offering 

[An olah is dismembered and then 
burnt in its entirety upon the Altar, in 
contrast to a chatas (and other offerings) 
from which only the prescribed fats and 
organs — the ,אָמוּרִין‎ sacrificial parts — 
are removed or burnt תס‎ the Altar. 

The essence of atonement is accom- 
plished with the blood applications, 
while the burning of the sacrificial parts 
on the Altar is non-essential to the 
atonement (i.e., the atonement is achieved 
even if they are not burnt at all). Thus, 
the concept employed above to give 
precedence to the chatas’ blood over the 
olah’s is irrelevant to the consideration of 
which offering’s parts should be burnt 
upon the Altar first.] 


23 WW קוּדְמִין לְאָמוּרִי חַטָאת, מִפְּנִי‎ 
aw -- precede the sacrificial parts of 
a chatas offering because they are en- 
tirely [consigned] to the [Altar’s] fires 
When it comes to burning the requisite 
parts on the Altar, the limbs of the olah 
have priority over the sacrificial parts of 
the chatas. Since all the olah’s parts are 
consigned to the [fires of] the Altar they 
are considered superior and more sacred 
in regard to burning upon the Altar than 


the sacrificial parts of the chatas (Rav; 
Rashi). 

This rule applies only if the blood of both 
offerings has been thrown (Rav; Rashi), 
[since at this point the only question is which 
set of sacrificial substances to burn first — 
the fats of the chatas or the entire carcass of 
the olah]. If, however, the blood of only one 
of the two offerings has been applied to the 
Altar, it is questionable which has prece- 
dence; i.e., which is considered more sacred 
— the blood of the one offering or the 
sacrificial parts of the other (Gem. 89b). One 
question is whether priority should be as- 
signed to the chatas’ parts because they come 
from an offering whose blood has priority 
for throwing or whether the olah’s blood 
should be given preference because it comes 
from an offering whose Altar parts (limbs) 
have a priority claim on burning. In the 
inverse case the question is whether the 
blood of the chatas deserves priority because 
it atones, or whether the olah’s meat is given 
precedence because of its superiority regard- 
ing burning upon the Altar. The Gemara 
leaves these questions unresolved. Accord- 
ingly, Rambam rules that the Kohen may 
choose to do these avodos in any order he 
wishes (Hil. Temidin U’Mussafin 9:5). 


AWN? חַטָאת קודָמָת‎ — A chatas offering 
precedes an asham offering 

{Here the mishnah does not differenti- 
ate between blood and sacrificial parts; a 
chatas precedes an asham in all phases of 
its offering (see Gem. 89b).] The one 
exception to this rule is stated in mishnah 
5 (Tos. Yom Tov). 

The Gemara (89b) leaves unresolved the 


question of preference between an olah and 
an asham (Tos. R’ Akiva). 


1. Rav, at the end of the mishnah 6, notes that this question is not resolved in the Gemara, but 
concludes that in his opinion the more frequent offering should be given precedence. Tos. Yom 
Tov expresses his amazement that Rav would rule on a point of halachah left unresolved by 
the Gemara. R’ Akiva Eger, however, refers to his Tos. R’ Akiva to Nazir 7:1 §41 where he cites 
the Yerushalmi’s conclusion on this question which concurs with Rav’s ruling. 
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sured in degrees of consecration. Rather, 
the term more sacred is applied to an 
offering because of its superiority in 
some aspect of its laws. Thus an offering 
which is superior to another in one aspect 
but inferior to it in another aspect, may 
be considered both more sacred and less 
sacred than it. It will be considered more 
sacred concerning the phases of the 
avodah which relate to the aspect which 
makes it superior, but less sacred regard- 
ing those phases which relate to the 
aspect in which the other offering is 
superior (see Rashi). ] 


oy — The blood of a‏ חַטָאת קודֶם 07d‏ עוּלָה, 
chatas offering precedes the blood of an‏ 
olah offering‏ 

[Le., the zerikah (throwing service) of 
the blood of a chatas precedes that of an 
olah.] The mishnah speaks of an instance 
in which both offerings have already 
been slaughtered and the question of 
precedence pertains only to throwing the 
blood (Rav; Rashi). 

Rav’s commentary is, of course, based on 
the terminology blood which the mishnah 
uses, implying that both offerings have been 
slaughtered. One can infer from this that a 
different rule applies if both offerings have 
not yet been slaughtered: (1) If both offerings 
are yet alive, the chatas takes precedence (as 
stated in mishnah 4) for the reason given 
here in regard to blood. In this case the entire 
chatas — including the burning of its 
sacrificial parts — is concluded before the 


olah is slaughtered"! Once a service is begun, 
it should not be interrupted (R’ Yosef 
Korkus, cited by Tos. Yom Tov). (2) If the 
olah was slaughtered first, its blood should 
not be set aside in favor of slaughtering the 
chatas and applying its blood to the Altar 
(Shoshanim LeDavid; Sfas Emes). Rather, 
one should conclude the offering of the olah, 
including placing its limbs on the Altar fire, 
before proceeding to the chatas. The rule 
that once one has begun a mitzvah (e.g., the 
avodah of the olah) one should conclude it 
without interruption, prevails over any con- 
sideration of the proper sequence of the 
offerings. The case discussed in the mishnah 
refers only to a situation in which both 
offerings have already been slaughtered and 
the Kohen interrupted the service for some 
reason. 


ayy. Ni מִפָּנִי‎ — because it effects 
atonement. 

[The blood of the chatas is considered 
more sacred than the blood of the olah 
because the chatas’ blood effects atone- 
ment for the sin for which it is brought. 
Although the olah also effects atonement 
for some lesser sins, the chatas effects 
atonement for grave sins, viz., those 
which are punished with kares (excision) 
when done intentionally (Rav; Rashi). 

The Gemara (90b) ponders which is the 
greater in regard to precedence: frequency 
[In], or sanctity ְמְקְדֶּש]‎ An example of 
this is a Kohen who is faced with offering a 
mussaf olah (frequent), and a communal 
chatas (more sacred). Were both offerings 


1. Seemingly, a case could be made that the question of precedence should relate only to one 
Kohen who must offer two sacrifices, but not to two Kohanim who each attend to a different 
offering. Nevertheless, Chazon Ish (Menachos 33:12) points out that nowhere do we find such 
a distinction being drawn. Even in the case of two Kohanim being available to offer a chatas 
and asham (for example) simultaneously, the chatas precedes the asham. It follows from this 
that the Kohanim first offer all the waiting chataos, and then proceed to the ashamos, etc. 
Aruch HaShulchan HaAssid (119:19-20) asserts that logically there should be a distinction 
between public and private offerings in this regard. The rules of precedence should always 
apply to the former, but in regard to the latter they should apply only when both offerings 
have been assigned to one Kohen; one Kohen should not, however, have to give precedence to 
a private offering which another Kohen is about to offer. Nevertheless, he too concludes that 
no such distinction is to be made, and adduces proofs to this from Rambam (Temidin 
U’Mussafin 9:11), Tosefta (Korbanos 10:3) and Rashi to Horayos (13a, s.v. (שעיה‎ 
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applied to [the] four horns [of the Altar] and upon the 


2 base. An asham offering precedes a todah offering and 
a nazir’s ram because it is a most holy offering. The 
todah offering and the nazir’s ram precede a shelamim 
offering because they must be eaten in one day and they 
require [loaves of] bread. Shelamim offerings precede a 
bechor- offering because they require a fourfold [blood] 
application [to the Altar], leaning, libations, and the 
waving of [the] breast and thigh. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


that they must both be accompanied by 
bread loaves, as stated in Lev. 7:12-13 and 
Numbers 89b (Tos. Yom Tov from Tos. 89a). 

In a similar vein, the Gemara (89b) con- 
cludes that a todah precedes 8 nazir’s ram 
because the former is accompanied by four 
types of bread loaves, while the latter has 
only two (Tos. R’ Akiva). 


Tay לַשָלָמִים, מִפָּנִי‎ POT וְאִיל נָזִיר‎ TNT 
נָאָכָלִין לָיום אֶחָד‎ — The todah offering and 
the nazir’s ram precede a shelamim 
offering because they must be eaten in 
one day 

{The todah and nazir’s ram must be 
consumed on the day in which the 
offering is slaughtered and the following 
night (see 5:6). A shelamim, however, 
may be eaten on the following day as well 
(see 5:7). The more restricted schedule 
constitutes an element of greater sanc- 
tity.] 


.on2 mnyvi — and they require [loaves 
of] bread. 

[The todah and nazir’s ram are accom- 
panied by bread loaves (as stated in Lev. 
7:12-13 and Numbers 6:15). The loaves 
are not offered up on the Altar. One part 
is given to the Kohanim and the rest is 
eaten by the owners of the offerings and 
their guests. Nevertheless, the require- 
ment that they be brought confers an 
element of sanctity to these offerings.] 


Jan PAYY לִבְכוּר, מִפְּנִי שְהַם‎ potip שְלָמִים‎ 
אַרְבָּע,‎ — Shelamim offerings precede a 
bechor-offering because they require a 
fourfold [blood] application [to the Al- 

tar], 
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The blood of a shelamim is thrown to 
two opposite corners of the lower walls of 
the Altar, so that with each application 
the blood spreads out on the two adjoin- 
ing walls. Thus each blood application is 
considered a two fold application and the 
service is termed שָהַן אַרְבָּע‎ nina ,שתִּי‎ 
two [blood] applications which [are 
equivalent to] four (see 5:4-7). By contrast 
the blood of the bechor-offering is ap- 
plied to the Altar in only one application 
(Rav; Rashi; see 5:8). 


leaning,‏ — וּסְמִיכָה, 

All personal offerings | require 
semichah, leaning, except for the bechor-, 
maaser-, and pesach-offerings (Mena- 
chos 9:7). [Semichah consists of the 
owner of the offering placing his hands 
upon the head of the animal and pressing 
down with all his might. The law of 
leaning is explicitly stated in the Torah 
for the olah (Lev. 1:4), shelamim (Lev. 
3:1,8,13) and chatas (Lev. 4:4,15,24,29,33) 
offerings. It applies to all personal offer- 
ings except for the bechor-, maaser-, and 
pesach- offerings (Menachos 9:7).] 


libations,‏ — וְּנְסָכִים, 

[The Torah (Numbers 15:1-11) re- 
quires that every olah and shelamim be 
accompanied by a minchah- offering and 
a wine libation. This minchah- offering is 
aptly named .מִנְחַת נְסָכִים‎ libation 
minchah offering (Menachos 9:6). 


PW) TIN וּתְנוּפת‎ — and the waving of 
[the] breast and thigh. 

[The breast and thigh of the right hind 
leg of the shelamim and todah offerings 
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DY TID וְעַל‎ NWP על אַרְבַּע‎ 1h) ATW 
Wiz שָהוּא‎ so 1 וּלְאִיל‎ mn? קודֶם‎ 


זבחים 
י/ב 


"an לְשָלָמִים,‎ PAT וְאִיל נָזִיר‎ TNT DWT 
שלָמִים‎ on? אֶחָד וּטְעוּנִים‎ OP? נָאָכָלִין‎ WY 
VAIS TD PRY DIY» לְבָּכור,‎ POT? 

וּסְמִיכָה, וּנְסָכִים, וּתְנוּפת חַזֶה ושוק. 


יד אברהם 


min? vars על‎ yn מִפָּנִי שָָּמָה‎ — because 
its blood is applied to [the] four horns [of 
the Altar] 

The blood of the chatas is applied in 
four separate applications to the four 
‘horns’ which rise from the four corners 
of the Altar top. By contrast, the blood of 
the asham is thrown against the Altar in 
only two applications, and then not to 
the horns, but to the corners [of the lower 
half of the Altar] (Rav). 


The fact that [most] chatas offerings atone 
for sins that are punishable by kares is not 
sufficient to give them precedence (as it does 
in regard to olos). This superiority is bal- 
anced by the superiority of ashamos in that 
they must be valued at least at two shekels 
(see mishnah 5), whereas a chatas is valid at 
even a minimal price. For this reason the 
mishnah must resort to the reason of addi- 
tional blood applications. This confers supe- 
riority and precedence because it represents a 
greater offering to the Altar (Tos. Yom Tov 
based on Gem. 89b). At the same time, this 
reason is not cited in regard to giving 
precedence to a chatas over an olah, because 
the advantage that the olah blood has as the 
blood of an offering that is completely burnt 
on the Altar would more than offset the 
advantage of the greater application of a 
chatas’ blood. The mishnah must therefore 
resort to the atonement power of the chatas’ 
blood to explain its precedence (Tos. Yom 
Tov from Tos. 89b). 


ai0770 Sy — and upon the base. 
[The blood of a chatas which remains 
in the vessel after the application to the 


horns of the Altar has been completed is 
poured upon the base of the Altar, as 
stated in 5:3.] Actually the ‘remainder’ of 
an asham'’s blood (as well as that of all 
offerings) is also poured upon the base 
(see 5:5). However, there is an explicit 
stipulation in the Torah concerning this 
in regard to the chatas (see Lev. 4:30,34), 
whereas in regard to other offerings the 
Torah does not state this explicitly (Rav; 
Rashi). The mishnah considers an 
avodah which is stated explicitly in the 
Torah superior to one which is merely 
implied (Tos. Yom Tov ).“ [However, see 
comm. to mishnah 5:4, s.v. [,וכליל לאשים‎ 


yn וּלְאִיל‎ ain? אֶשֶם קוּדֶם‎ — An asham 
offering precedes a todah offering and a 
nazir's ram 

[A nazir brings a complement of 
offerings when his vow has been ful- 
filled, among which is a ram for a 
shelamim (see comm. to mishnah 5, s.v. 
נזיר‎ OWR).] 


DWI? Wiz מִפָּנִי שָהוּא‎ — because it is a 
most holy offering. 

[The asham is in the class of the most 
holy offerings (see above 5:5), whereas 
the todah offering and the nazir’s ram 
are offerings of lesser holiness (5:6).] 

The fact that an asham effects atonement 
while the todah and nazir’s ram do not is not 
considered enough of an advantage to confer 
priority. The advantage of the asham’s 
atonement is balanced by the advantage 
which the todah and nazir’s ram possess in 


1. See Tos. R’ Akiva here and Tos. to Kiddushin 15b (s.v. (אמר‎ for a list of other examples of 
the superiority of an explicit statement to an implied one. See also Tos. to Shevuos 22b, s.v. 
;אהתירא‎ Megilas Esther to Rambam’s Sefer Hamitzvos, Shoresh 1, ed. Vilna p. 8. 
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3. “The bechor- offering precedes the maaser- offering 
because its sanctity begins at birth and it is eaten 
by the Kohanim. The maaser-offering precedes bird 
[offerings] because it is slaughtered and it has [parts 
which are] most holy — its blood and sacrificial parts. 


4. Rird offerings precede minchah-offerings because 
they are in the category of blood [offerings]. A 


sinner’s 


minchah- offering precedes a 


voluntary 


minchah- offering because it is brought for a sin. A bird 


YAD AVRAHAM 


ing’s meat is burnt upon the Altar in its 
entirety. However, since the bird olah is 
itself preceded by the bird chatas, as 
stated further in the mishnah, it is surely 
preceded by the maaser- offering as well 
(Rav; Rashi). 

The use of the term most holy to describe 
the blood and sacrificial parts of a maaser- 
offering teaches us that the blood and 
sacrificial parts of even an offering of lesser 
holiness are in the category of most holy, and 
subject to the strictures of this category. 
Thus, the blood and sacrificial parts are 
disqualified when taken outside of the Tem- 
ple Courtyard, even though the rest of the 
offering is not disqualified unless it is taken 
out of Jerusalem (Rambam Comm. based on 
Gem. 89b). 

Although maaser-offerings, as well as 
most animal offerings, precede the bird 


chatas for the reason given here, there is one 
exception. An animal olah does not precede a 
bird chatas. Though the reasons given here 
for the precedence of the maaser-offering 
surely apply to the animal olah as well, the 
Gemara (90a) derives from Scriptural impli- 
cation that the regular rules for precedence 
do not apply to this case. 


Based on this rule the Gemara (90b) 
constructs an intriguing case in which the 
Kohen has before him three offerings, a bird 
chatas, an animal olah, and a maaser- 
offering. Since the chatas precedes the olah, 
which in turn precedes the maaser-offering, 
we must ignore the claim of precedence 
which the maaser- offering has over the bird 
chatas (but not over the animal olah). The 
advantages of the olah are transferred to the 
chatas, thus giving it priority even over the 
maaser- offering. 


4. 


הָעופות קודְמִין PAW HN ,Ningnd‏ מִינִי דָמִים. 
Bird offerings precede minchah-‏ — 
offerings because they are in the cate-‏ 

gory of blood [offerings]. 

Blood offerings are superior because 
they provide a great deal of atonement 
(Rav; Rashi) [i.e., most offerings brought 
for atonement are blood offerings — 
either animal or bird]. 


remy נְרָבָה, מִפְּנִי‎ NON? מִנְחַת חוטא קודְמָת‎ 
בָאָה על חַטָא.‎ — A sinner’s minchah- 
offering precedes a voluntary minchah- 
offering because it is brought for a sin. 
The fact that the sinner’s minchah- 
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offering effects atonement renders it 
more sacred in this regard (Rashi; see 
Tos. Yom Tov and Tos. R’ Akiva). 

Two types of minchah- offerings are 
brought for sin: (a) The minchah- offer- 
ing brought by the complete indigent 
who can afford neither the animal chatas 
to which he has become liable because of 
his sin, nor the bird chatas that may be 
substituted for it in some cases. For 
certain types of sins (those listed in 
Leviticus 5:1-4) such a person may sub- 
stitute a minchah-offering (made of 
flour). (b) The second type of sinner’s 
minchah- offering is the one brought for 
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[גז Ayn? on? WANT‏ מִפָּנִי שַקְרְשָתו 
ony‏ )7282 לכּהָנִים. הַמַעָשַר 


זבחים 
לגד 


קודם לָעופוּת, מִפָּנִי שָהוּא May‏ וש בו Wi?‏ 
WI - DWP‏ וְאָמוּרִיו. 


נד] העופות קודְמִין לְמָנְחוּת, jaw sn‏ 


xvin nom דָמִים.‎ 


PA) 


קודְמָת TIT NII?‏ מִפָּנִי שָהיא בָאֶה Sy‏ חַטָא. 


:ד אברהם 


are separated from the rest of the offering 
to be given to the Kohanim. First, how- 


the sacrificial parts, are waved to and fro 
by the owner and Kohen together (Lev. 


ever, the breast and thigh, together with | 7:28-34(,[ 


2 


OTP 237 —‏ לַמַּעָשר, sn‏ שֶקַרְשָתו מַרְחֶם 
The bechor-offering precedes the‏ 
maaser-offering because its sanctity be-‏ 
gins at birth‏ 

[A firstborn animal is automatically 
consecrated a bechor at birth (see Lev. 
27:26), whereas the maaser-offering is 
consecrated only when the flock is 
counted and every tenth animal is desig- 
nated.] 


gad וְנְאָכַל‎ — and it is eaten by the 
Kohanim. 

[The bechor-offering is one of the 
gifts assigned by the Torah to the 
Kohanim (see Numbers 18:17-18) and it 
may be eaten only by them, their wives, 
children and slaves (mishnah 5:8). 
Maaser-offerings, however, are not 
given to a Kohen and may be eaten by 
any Israelite (see 5:8; Rambam, Hil. 
Bechoros 6:4).] 


The maaser-‏ — הַמַעָשֶר קודֶם לְעופות 
offering precedes bird [offerings]‏ 

[Bird offerings may be either chatas or 
olah_ offerings. Nevertheless, even 
maaser- offerings precede them.] 


nay מַפּנִי שָהוּא‎ — because it is slaugh- 


tered 
Bird offerings are not slaughtered with 
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a knife, but by melikah וְמְלִיקָה]‎ a 
procedure employing the sharpened 
thumbnail of the Kohen (see 6:4). Slaugh- 
tered offerings are considered superior 
(Rav; Rashi) because most offerings are 
of this type (Rashi). 


and it‏ — וש בו Wy - Dw wy‏ וְאָמוּרִיו. 
has [parts which are] most holy — its‏ 
blood and sacrificial parts.‏ 

Actually, the two bird offerings are 
also in the most holy category (since the 
only two categories of bird offerings are 
chatas and olah). To the contrary, both 
bird offerings are entirely in the most 
holy category, whereas only parts of the 
maaser-offering are in that category. 
However, the term most holy as used 
here refers only to that which is given up 
to the Altar [not to that which is eaten 
according to the rules of most holy [ The 
mishnah merely makes the point that the 
maaser- offering has two parts that are 
given to the Altar — its blood and 
sacrificial parts. Regarding this aspect of 
most holy, it is superior to the bird 
chatas, of which only its blood is given 
to the Altar, while all its meat is con- 
sumed by the Kohanim. 

The mishnah’s argument is not valid 
vis-a-vis the bird olah, since this offer- 
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5 consecration. 


chatas precedes a bird olah; and so too with its 


5. Al chatas offerings [mentioned] in the Torah 
precede asham offerings, except for the asham 
offering of the metzora because it is brought to make 


[the metzora | fit. 


All asham offerings [mentioned] in the Torah must 
be in their second year, and must be [worth at least two] 
silver shekels; except for the asham offering of a nazir 


YAD AVRAHAM 


asham (v. 12), a chatas and an olah (v. 
19). The mishnah informs us that the 
order set down in the Torah in the case of 
the metzora’s offering is specific; his 
asham should be offered before his 
chatas — even though putting the 
asham first upsets the rules for prece- 
dence set down earlier. ] 


wai? Dy מִפָּנִי שַהוּא בָא‎ — because it is 
brought to make [the metzora] fit. 

[The text as cited by Rashi, Rav and Shitah 
Mekubetzes reads מִפָּנִי שָהוּא בָּא לְהַכְשִיר‎ and 
it is in this sense that the text that appears in 
our editions of the mishnah (and Rambam 
ed. Kafich) should be understood (see Tos. 
Yom Tov).] 

The asham removes the last vestige of 
tumah which remains after the meztora 
has undergone the seven-day purifica- 
tion. [This residual tumah that exists 
before the asham’s offering prevents the 
metzora from entering the Temple and 
eating the meat of offerings.] The effec- 
tiveness in removing this tumah confers 
on this asham an unusual advantage 
over the chatas and gives it priority. 

The chatas, too, figures in the removal of 
tumah, since as long as he does not offer the 
chatas he is still tamei (see Rambam, 


Mechusrei Kaparah 1:5). However, the 
asham plays the more prominent role in 
removing the tumah, as evidenced by the 
ritual of dashing some of its blood תס‎ the 
metzora’s right ear, thumb, and big toe, as 
stated in Leviticus 14:14 (Tos. 90b, s.v. (חוץ‎ 

It is not clear whether the metzora’s asham 
precedence over the chatas refers only to the 
metzora’s chatas, or even to other chatas 
offerings. The reason for the asham’s prece- 
dence would seem to be valid even vis-a-vis 
other chataos. Tosafos seem to accept the 
latter view in an alternative comment (90b, 
s.v. yin; see Tzon Kadashim, Birkas Haze- 
vach and Rashash; cf. Keren Orah). 


9D — All‏ הָאַשָמות שָבַּתורָה בָּאִים 3 שְתִּים, 
asham offerings [mentioned] in the‏ 
Torah must be [lit., come ] in their second‏ 

year, 

[The Torah stipulates that the animal 
to be used for the asham (with the 
exception of those listed further) is an 
59x, ram. The mishnah (Parah 1:3) de- 
fines the ram as a male sheep of at least 
thirteen months.] 


and must be [worth‏ — וּבָאין בְּכֶסֶף שִקָלִים; 
at least two] silver shekels;‏ 

The Torah specifies that the asham for 
me‘ilah be DOPW-HDD yD Iya, with a 


1. Rambam rules in Hil. Nezirus 10:8 that only the chatas is essential for a metzora’s final 
purification, not the asham. This is puzzling. Firstly, it contradicts our mishnah, as well as 
Rambam’s formulation of it in Temidin U’ Mussafin 9:8. Secondly, Rambam rules (Mechusrei 
Kaparah 5:3) that ג‎ metzora’s chatas which was brought before his asham is not valid. 
Interestingly, Rambam seems to be consistent in his view, for he also states in Mechusrei 
Kaparah (1:5) that olah and asham offerings are not crucial for the removal of the tumah. 
However, Kesef Mishneh (there) deletes the word asham (but see Mishneh LaMelech there and 


Lechem Mishneh there and 5:10). 
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חַטאת הָעוף קודָמֶת לעולת הָעוף )1 AWARDS‏ 


זבחים 
י/ה 


[ה] בָּל הַחַטָאות שַבַּתורָה Nip‏ לָאָשָמות, 

DWN yn‏ מְצרָע, מִפָּנִי שַהוּא בָא על 
WITT‏ כָּל הָאַשָמוּת שָבַּתורָה 3a OND‏ 
OY‏ וּבָאין PW AYIA‏ חוּץ OWRD‏ נָזִיר 


יד אברהם 


a wife suspected of adultery — a ,סוטָה‎ 
sotah — as part of the ritual provided by 
the Torah to determine the truth of the 
matter (see Numbers 5:11-31). 

The Gemara (90a) questions which of 
these two minchah-offerings take prece- 
dence in an instance in which they conflict. 
At the root of this question is what is meant 
by the phrase because it is brought for a sin 
(see Tos. R’ Akiva). If it means that it is 
brought to atone for a sin, the sotah’s 
minchah- offering must give way since it 
does not atone for her sin. However, if it 
includes minchah-offerings which have a 
function in a situation involving sin, it 
includes the sotah’s minchah-offering as 
well. The Gemara does not come to a 
conclusion on this question. Rambam 
(Temidin U’Mussafin 9:10) rules that the 
Kohen may give precedence to whichever 
offering he chooses. 


nxn — A bird‏ הָעוף קוּדָמָת לְעולַת הָעוף; 
chatas precedes a bird olah;‏ 

The Gemara (90a) quotes the state- 
ment of the Torah (Lev. 5:8): 27271 
,אֶת-אַשָר לַחַטָאת רַאשונָה‎ He shall offer 
the one designated for a chatas offering 
first, to teach a categorical rule concern- 
ing all chatas offerings brought together 
with olah offerings — that the chatas 


— כָּל הַחַטָאות שָבַּתורָה קודָמות לָאָשָמות, 
All chatas offerings [mentioned] in the‏ 
Torah precede asham offerings,‏ 

As previously stated (mishnah 2), a 
chatas precedes an asham because its 
blood is applied to the four corners of the 
Altar and the base (Rav; Rashi). 
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always precedes the olah (Rav). This rule 
includes even bird chatas offerings; they 
too precede even animal olah offerings 
(Gem. 90a). 

In stating this rule for animal offerings 
(mishnah 2), the mishnah gave the reason for 
the precedence of the chatas’ blood over the 
olah’s to be the chatas’ power to atone for 
sin. This reason does not suffice here because 
it is counterbalanced by the fact that the bird 
olah is entirely offered upon the Altar, while 
nothing at all )1.6., meat) of the bird chatas is 
offered except its blood (Tos. 90a, s.v. מנא‎ 
with Tzon Kodashim; cf. Tif. Yis.). 


and so too with its‏ — וְבַן בְּהקְדַּשָהּ. 
consecration.‏ 

When one sets out to consecrate both a 
chatas and olah offering, he should first 
consecrate the chatas, and then the olah 
(Rambam Comm. ). 

It is not clear if this ruling refers only to 
the precedence of the bird chatas over the 
olah, or to all the precedences listed in the 
mishnah, e.g., an olah before a shelamim. 
Rambam (Temidin U'Mussafin 9:6) formu- 
lates this rule in regard to a chatas which 
must be consecrated before an olah, not 
specifying that he speaks only about a bird 
chatas. Thus he clearly extends this ruling at 
least to all chataos; he is, however, not 
explicit about the other precedences. 


2 


DWN yin -- except for the asham‏ מִצרָע, 
offering of the metzora‏ 

[A metzora must, upon becoming 
healed, undergo a purification process 
which culminates with a number of 
offerings (see comm. to 5:5; Lev. ch. 14). 
The metzora’s offering is threefold — an 
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10 and the asham offering of a metzora, which must be in 
6 their first year, and need not be [worth two] silver 


shekels. 


6. Jest as they precede [each other] in their offering, so 

they precede [each other] in their consumption. 
[Between] a shelamim offering of yesterday and a 
shelamim offering of today, that of yesterday takes 
precedence. [Between] a shelamim offering of yesterday 
and a chatas or asham offering of today, that of 


YAD AVRAHAM 


[The shelamim, bechor- and maaser- 
offerings have the longest eating time of 
all offerings — two days and a night (see 
above 5:7). Thus it is possible to have 
permissible meat from a shelamim of- 
fered on the preceding day.] The mish- 
nah now discusses which shelamim meat 
should be eaten first — the meat of a 
shelamim slaughtered today or that of 
the shelamim slaughtered yesterday 
(Rav). 


Sw — that of yesterday‏ אָמָש קדְמִין. 


its eating time is very short — it may be 
eaten only for the remainder of this day 
— while yesterday's shelamim can be 
eaten for yet another night and day. 
Rambam (Temidin U’ Mussafin 9:13) too 
holds this view (Tos. Yom Tov). 


ORI של‎ OW) אָמָש וְחַטָאת‎ DY שלָמִים‎ — 
[Between] a shelamim offering of yester- 
day and a chatas or asham offering of 
today, 
[The chatas and asham have greater 
sanctity and therefore should precede (as 


takes precedence. 

It would be an expression of disdain to 
allow yesterday's shelamim to spoil 
while one consumed the fresh meat of 
today’s shelamim (Rashi cited by Tos. 
90b and Shitah Mekubetzes §23). 

Tosafos (loc. cit.) assert that the previ- 
ous day’s shelamim is eaten first because 


stated in mishnah 2). On the other hand, 
consideration is given to a previous day's 
shelamim, as learned in this mishnah.] 

Where the choice is between a shelamim of 
today and a chatas or asham, there is no 
question that the chatas or asham precede, 
because of their greater sanctity, as learned in 
mishnah 2! 


1. The commentary printed in our versions of Rashi implies that the mishnah’s ruling 
concerns live offerings rather that the meat of slaughtered offerings. Le., if a shelamim had 
been brought to the Temple Courtyard on the preceding day but had not been slaughtered, it 
should be slaughtered and offered before a shelamim which came to the Courtyard today. It 
would be an affront [91191] to yesterday's shelamim to defer it any longer while slaughtering 
a shelamim which had been brought to the Temple only today. However, Shitah Mekubetzes 
(§22) adduces a variant version of Rashi which is in accord with Rav’s commentary. Tosafos 
(90b, s.v. (שלמים‎ cite a comment from Rashi which is in Shitah Mekubetzes’ version and not 
in the printed version. To the contrary, Tosafos’ quote contradicts the commentary printed in 
our versions of Rashi. Tosafos Yom Tov suggests that the printed version is an earlier draft of 
Rashi’s commentary which was later changed by Rashi himself (see also Birkas HaZevach). 


2. The fact that a shelamim is more prevalent does not confer the classification of frequent 
וְתָרִיר]‎ upon this offering, so that the question of the relative precedence of constancy and 
sanctity is not relevant here (Gem. 91a; see comm. above mishnah 2, s.v. (מפני שהוא מרצה‎ The 
superior status of ,תָדִיר‎ frequent, is conferred only upon mandated frequency, such as that of 
the tamid and mussaf offerings. The frequency of shelamim, however, is the result of choice 
and not worthy of the status of frequent. In the words of the Gemara it is not 77h, frequent, 
but only "1y%, more common (Rash.i there). 
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PRA IPN) [NW a pKa שָהן‎ yy DWN 


זבחים 


"י | בְּכְסֶף שקָלִים. 


[וז ww OW3‏ קורְמִים בְּהקְרְבָתֶן, כֶּךְּ הן 

wr קורְמִין בַּאַכִילָתָן. שְלָמִים של‎ 
bw ombw קודְמִין.‎ wax של‎ ord bw ּשְלְמִים‎ 
קודְמִין;‎ WN ps) היום,‎ ow OWN) וְחַטָאת‎ Wax 


:ד אברהם 


value of silver shekels (Lev. 5:15). [The 
plural denotes a minimum of two.] For all 
the other ashamos which are rams, there 
are Scriptural allusions (a gezeirah 
shavah) which imply that they are to be 
the same as the asham me’ilah (Rav, 
Rashi from Gem. 48a). 

(The shekels mentioned here are different 
from the denomination called  shekel 
throughout the Mishnah. The latter is half 
the coin known as a sela in Aramaic and the 
Mishnah, while the Biblical shekel is the 
equivalent of the sela (see Kereisos 5:2). Thus, 
the Mishnaic shekel is actually only half the 
Biblical shekel. (It may have acquired the 
name shekel because the obligatory half- 
shekel was called by its Hebrew name and 
with the passage of time was referred’ to 
simply as the shekel.) The minimum value of 
the asham offering referred to here is two 
Scriptural shekels (as implied by the above- 
cited verse), which is four shekels in the 
Mishnaic system (see also Sifra to Lev. 5:15, 
and Kiddushin 12a with Rashi). The mish- 
nah’s language here is influenced by the 
language of the verse upon which the law is 


based.] 

222 בָּאִין‎ TY מְצרָע,‎ DWN) נָזִיר‎ OWRD חוץ‎ 
שְמָלִים.‎ APPA PRI WR) NW — except for 
the asham offering of a nazir and the 


6. 


OTP TW DW‏ 1029772 כָּךּ הן קודמין 
Just as they precede [each‏ — בְּאָכִילְתֶן. 
other] in their offering, so they precede‏ 


[each other] in their consumption. 


The order of precedence established in 
the previous mishnahs for the sacrifice of 
the offerings holds true for the consump- 
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asham offering of a metzora, which 
must be in their first year, and need not 
be [worth two] silver shekels. 

These ashamos differ from the others 
in that they consist of a lamb in its first 
year, not a ram (see Lev. 14:12 and 
Numbers 6:12). The requirement that the 
offering be worth at least two shekels is 
mentioned only in regard to ram asham 
offerings. Thus, it stands to reason that 
this minimum-value requirement refers 
only to the ram offerings, and not to the 
lamb offerings which are a year younger 
(Rav; Rashi). 

Tosafos (48a, s.v. DWN) explain Rashi's 
comment as follows. Sifra (to Lev. 5:19) 
adduces a gezeirah shavah using the word 
nwk, asham, upon which to base the require- 
ment that all ashamos be worth at least two 
shekels. Since this gezeirah shavah could be 
used to require even lamb offerings to have 
this valuation, Sifra resorts to a Scriptural 
allusion [the word ,הוּא‎ it, in הוא‎ DWK, if is an 
asham (Lev. 5:19)] which implies an exclu- 
sion to the rule implied in the verse. The 
rationale given by Rashi (and Sifra) estab- 
lishes a criterion which allows us to delineate 
the parameters of the rule — it extends to all 
ram asham offerings — and to limit the 
exclusion to lamb ashamos. 


tion of the meat of the offerings as well. 
Thus a chatas is eaten before an asham, 
an asham before a todah, and a todah 
before a shelamim (Rav; Rashi). 


rd Sw וּשְלָמִים‎ WN bw שְלָמִים‎ — 
[Between] a shelamim offering of yester- 
day and a shelamim offering of today, 
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10 yesterday takes precedence; [these are] the words of R’ 
7 Meir. But the Sages say: The chatas offering takes 
precedence, because it is [a] most holy offering. 


+ JR egarding all of these, the Kohanim may vary the 

[manner of] their consumption, to eat them 
roasted, overcooked, or cooked, and to add to them 
non-sacred spices and spices of terumah; [these are] the 
words of R’ Shimon. R’ Meir says: One may not add 


YAD AVRAHAM 


The translation of ,שַלוּק‎ 4, 
and Swan, cooked, follows Tosafos (90b, 
s.v. (צלויין‎ and Rashi to Pesachim (39a), 
who explain the first term as cooked 
extensively until the contents of the pot 
are reduced to a mush, and the second as 
moderately cooked (cf. Ran to Nedarim 
49a and Yad Avraham to Nedarim 6:1). 

Although the mishnah singles out Ko- 
hanim for mention it does not mean to 
exclude Israelites; they too may eat their 
portion of the offerings of lesser holiness in 


‘Pon לְתוכֶן תַּבְלִי‎ nn?) — and to add to 
them non-sacred spices, 

Generally, there is a restriction against 
bringing chullin (non-sacred food) into 
the Temple Courtyard.”! This restriction 
does not apply to spices, because of the 
tule (supported by Biblical exegesis) that 
an offering should be eaten in the most 
savory manner, ‘just as kings eat’ (Gem. 
918; see comm. to the end of this 
mishnah). Spices are necessary to fulfill 
this facet of the law. Hence the chullin 


any manner. Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 
10:10) suggests that the mishnah means to 
say that even the Kohanim’s portion (and 
surely the Israelites’) may be eaten in any 
manner. Kesef Mishneh explains that it 
might have been thought that the Kohanim 
must eat their portion for the ‘sake of 
Heaven’ and therefore prepared in 8 pre- 
scribed way, not specially processed to suit 
their tastes.!?! 


spices are permitted into the Courtyard 
(Tos. to Menachos 21b, s.v. .(חולין‎ 


%am — and‏ תֶּרוּמָה; 27 727 שמעון. 
spices of terumah; [these are] the words‏ 
of R’ Shimon.‏ 

[R’ Shimon permits adding sanctified 
spices of terumah to the consecrated 
meat of offerings, despite the fact that 


1. One can perhaps better understand Kesef Mishneh’s explanation in light of the Talmudic 
principle (Kiddushin 52b) that Kohanim ‘receive [their portion] from Heaven’s table’ משַלְחַן]‎ 
קַזָכוּ‎ 713]. Thus it could have been that they be required to conduct themselves with a great 
degree of spiritual pureness and not indulge their palates while partaking of the ‘King’s food’ 
at the ‘King’s table.’ Tosafos (Bava Kama 12b, s.v. (ומחיים‎ assert that this principle does not 
apply to the Israelites’ portion of offerings. Hence, no such assumption of spiritual pureness 
while eating the Israelites’ portion could be made. 


2. The restriction against bringing chullin into the Courtyard is stated by the Gemara in 
Menachos 106a. [See also Rambam, Shechitah 2:3, and Mishneh LaMelech there at length.] It 
is not clear, however, if the prohibition applies to the introduction of chullin into the 
Courtyard even for non-sacrificial reasons. Tosafos (Temurah 23a, s.v. ;אוכלין‎ see the parallel 
sources cited in the margin and Mishneh LaMelech loc. cit.) argue that the prohibition applies 
only to chullin brought to the Courtyard to fulfill some aspect of avodah. Thus the 
introduction of spices would not be restricted on the grounds that they were chullin, and no 
Biblical source would be necessary to permit this practice. Nevertheless, the mishnah may 
have wanted to clarify this point to safeguard against an erroneous assumption to the 
contrary. 
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77 737 מָאיר. וַחַכָּמִים אוּמָרִים: הַחַטָאת 
NTP‏ מִפָּנִי DWT We TY‏ 


זבחים 
i‏ 


וו וּבְּבָלֶם, הְַחנירְשָאין maw‏ בּאָכִילְתֶ 

5 לָאָבְלֶן | צלוּיִים, = שלוּקים, 
ּמְבְשָלִים, וְלְתַת am open an yin?‏ 
מְּרוּמָה; 727 רַבִּי שמְעון. רַבִּי PRY‏ אומָר: לא 


יד אברהם 


wax Ow — that of‏ קודְמִין; דּבְרִי רַבִּי מַאִיר. 
yesterday takes precedence; [these are]‏ 
the words of R’ Meir.‏ 

[The concern not to disgrace conse- 
crated offerings by allowing unnecessary 
spoilage overrides the right to precedence 
which would ordinarily be accorded the 
chatas and asham. Consequently, the 
second-day shelamim is eaten first.] 


ַחַכָּמִים אומְרִים: הַחַטָאת קודְמָת, 2251 שָהִיא 
wiz wiz — But the Sages say: The‏ 
chatas offering takes precedence be-‏ 

cause it is [a] most holy offering. 

[The Sages consider greater sanctity to 
be the determinant factor.] The asham 
too takes precedence over the shelamim, 
since it too is in the category of most holy 
(Tosafos Yom Tov from Tosafos 90b, s.v. 
.(וחכמים‎ 


7: 


Regarding all of these,‏ — וּבְבָלֶם, 

Regarding all of the offerings dis- 
cussed in the previous mishnah -- all 
of the offerings whose meat is eaten 
(Rav; Rashi). 


the Ko-‏ — הַכְּהָנִים Mawd pry‏ בּאָכִילְתֶן 
hanim may vary the [manner of] their‏ 
consumption‏ 

[I.e., the Kohanim may eat the meat 
prepared in any way they wish.] 
[The word niaw’? is usually translated to 
alter or deviate. This would imply that there 


The language of this statement tends to 
indicate that the Sages disagree with R’ Meir 
only in regard to most holy offerings. It is 
only because of the overwhelming disparity 
in holiness between most holy and less holy 
offerings that the former are given prece- 
dence in spite of the concern over spoilage. 
Regarding smaller disparities in holiness, 
however, e.g., todah and shelamim, the con- 
cern for spoilage would predominate even 
according to the Sages, and yesterday's 
shelamim would take precedence. The prece- 
dence of todah over shelamim which is stated 
in mishnah 2 therefore refers only to a case in 
which the two offerings were slaughtered on 
the same day.] 

The halachah is in accord with 
the Sages’ view (Rambam, Temidin 
U’ Mussafin 9:13). 


is a preferred mode of consumption from 
which the mishnah allows the Kohanim to 
deviate. Since there is no indication that this 
is so, we have translated the word as vary." 
Tos. Yom Tov suggests that the mishnah 
means to permit a change in the type of 
preparation already chosen for the meat. Le., 
if the meat was already roasted, one may add 
spices, or if it was cooked one may proceed to 
roast it. Tosafos Yom Tov does not explain 
what is novel about this (see also Rashash). 


pow omy 123%? — to eat‏ וּמְבַשָלִים, 
them roasted, overcooked, or cooked,‏ 


1. However, the commentary to the end of this mishnah will cite the view of Tosafos that 


there is something of a preference for eating 
mishnah can be rendered: The Kohanim may 


mode; 1.6. they may eat the meat roasted (pre 
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the meat of offerings roasted. Accordingly, the 
deviate in their consumption from the preferred 
ferably), or (if they wish), well cooked, etc. 
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10 


spices of terumah to them, so that he not expose the 


8 terumah to disqualification. 


8. Gaid R’ Shimon: If you see oil being distributed in 
the Courtyard, you need not inquire what it is — it 
is either the remainder of the wafer minchah- offerings 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Rav implies that the Biblical source is also the 
basis for the permission to eat the meat in 
any manner of preparation. 

Perhaps the key to understanding the 
Gemara here is to be found in the statement 
of Rav Chisda in Chullin (132b) that the 
Kohen must eat the meat given him as his 
portion roasted and with mustard, as kings 
eat (see Rambam, Hil. Bikkurim 9:22, Yoreh 
Deah 61:12). Tosafos (there, s.v. (אין‎ point out 
that this statement contradicts our mishnah 
which permits the meat of offerings to be 
eaten even cooked or overcooked (i.e., boiled). 


Tosafos answer that of course one may eat 
the portions in the way he enjoys best, as 
stated in our mishnah. If he has no prefer- 
ence, however, he should roast the meat since 
this is the most princely method."! Thus we 
derive two separate concepts from the impli- 
cation of the word nnwy9, for greatness: (a) 
That the meat should be eaten roasted; and 
(b) that one should eat it in the manner he 
enjoys best. Without the second implication, 
it surely would have been assumed that the 
meat must be eaten roasted in all circum- 
stances. 


8. 


P20 NITY PHY רָאִיתָ‎ ON רַבִּי שמָעון:‎ Wx 
ATyya — Said R’ Shimon: If you see oil 
being distributed in the Courtyard, 

If you see oil being distributed to the 
Kohanim as part of the regular appor- 
tionment of the sacrificial portions (Rav; 
Rashi; see Succah 5:7). 


PRK‏ אַתָּה PY‏ לשאול מַה הוּא — אֶלָא מוּתַר 
you need not‏ -- רְקִיקִי Sx wv? ninin‏ 
inquire what it is — it is either the‏ 
remainder of the wafer minchah-offer-‏ 
ings of Israelites,‏ 
In Leviticus chapter 2, the Torah‏ 
details a number of different types of‏ 


minchah- offerings. One of these, the 
Nn מְאַפָה‎ mim, the oven-baked 
minchah-offering, (Lev. 2:4) is subdi- 
vided into two types: loaves and wafers. 
In each of these (as well as in all other 
minchah- offerings) the Torah requires 
the addition of a log of olive oil (Mena- 
chos 9:3). However, whereas the entire 
log of oil was mixed with the flour for the 
loaves, the wafers were baked without 
oil, and after baking”! the oil was 
smeared upon the offering in the form of 
the Greek letter chi,”! as stated in Mena- 
chos (74b, 75a). The remaining oil is 
given to the Kohanim to be consumed by 


1. Many Rishonim disagree with Tosafos and assert that one need not give preference to roast 
meat, and that one may eat the meat cooked even if that is only equally enjoyable to roasting 
(see Ramban, Rashba and Ritva to Chulin 132b). However, it still can be argued that without 
the statement of our mishnah the assumption would have been that roasting is the royal 
method of preparing meat, and that it should be the exclusive method used. 


2. Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 13:8) states: ‘It seems to me that after they are baked he 
smears them.’ Clearly, Rambam did not find any explicit source for the statement that it was 
done after the wafer was baked. 


3. Rambam (Klei HaMikdash 1:9) explains that the oil is smeared in a form resembling the 
printed letter X which is written exactly as the capital of the Greek letter chi (cf. Rav and Tos. 
Yom Tov to Menachos 6:3, Rashi and Tos. op. cit. 74b, 75a). 
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WN‏ לתוכו 23 תְרוּמָה, NOW‏ יָבִיא אֶת הַתְרוּמָה 


זבחים 


ues שח‎ 


WAN In]‏ בַבִּי שמְעון: TOY XT OX‏ שָהוּא 
px va pron‏ אַתָּה yy‏ 
לשָאול מַה הוּא — אֶלָא מותַר רְקִיקִי nin‏ 


יד אברהם 


doing so subjects the terumah to the 
additional strictures and disqualifications 
governing offerings. By seasoning the 
offerings with terumah spices, he causes 
the spices to absorb taste from the meat; 
should the offering then be disqualified, 
eg., by not being eaten on time, the 
offering’s disqualification would devolve 
upon the spices as well. Nevertheless, R’ 
Shimon permits this, consistent with his 
previously stated view, that DWI? מְבִיאין‎ 
הַפְּסוּל‎ mad, one may expose offerings to 
an area of disqualification — i.., place 
them in jeopardy of additional disqualifi- 
cations (see above 8:3 and Sheviis 8:7).] 
אומַר: לא ?| לֶתוכו תַּבְּלִי תְרוּמָה,‎ VR רַבִּי‎ 
הַתְּרוּמָה לִידִי פּסוּל.‎ nx יָבִיא‎ NOW — R’ Meir 
says: One may not add spices of teru- 
mah to them, so that he not expose the 
terumah to disqualification [lit., to the 
hands of disqualification}. 

R’ Meir holds that one may not put 
terumah (or any sanctified substance) 
into a situation which increases the 
potential of disqualifying it. Because of 
the potential disqualification resulting 
from becoming subject to sacrificial dis- 
qualifications, the terumah spices may 
not be used for offerings (Rav; Rashi). 

The halachah is in accord with R’ 
Meir’s view (Tos. Yom Tov from Ram- 


bam, Temidin U’Mussafin 10:10). 

As noted above, there is a rule that the 
meat of the offerings must be eaten in 
royal fashion, 1.6., in its most savory form. 
This serves as the basis of the mishnah’s 
ruling that the meat may be prepared in 
any manner and with the addition of 
spices. The Gemara (91a) supports this 
ruling with an inference drawn from a 
Biblical verse. The Torah states concern- 
ing the portions given to the Kohanim 
(Numbers 18:8): ...1 have given it to you 
לְמָשָחָה‎ [lit for anointing], which the 
Gemara interprets as for greatness, ie., 
the portions should be eaten in a royal 
manner, ‘as kings eat." Thus the offer- 
ings may be eaten roasted, overcooked or 
cooked, in a tasty manner, and seasoned 
with spices (Rav).”! 

It is not clear, however, why the Gemara 
needs to justify the statement of the mishnah 
with recourse to Biblical support. Why would 
one have assumed that it is not permissible to 
prepare offerings either by roasting, cooking 
or overcooking? It is possible that the Biblical 
implication is only necessary to permit the 
introduction of chullin spices into the Court- 
yard (see above, s.v. .(ולתת לתוכן‎ However, as 
noted above, some authorities permit (at least 
on 8 Biblical level) the introduction of chullin 
for non-avodah purposes, so that no Biblical 
source is needed to permit this. Moreover, 


1. Onkelos renders לְמֶשְחָה‎ as 1297, for greatness (Rashi). A similar usage of the root משח‎ 
occurs in Exodus 29:29 (see Rashi there). Moreover, greatness is one of the nuances of the term 
‘anointing. Rashi points out elsewhere (comm. to Ex. 30:29) that wherever the root nwn is 
used to connote anointment, the Targum renders it ,רבו‎ greatness, since the purpose of 
anointing is to formally invest its recipient with a great office. 


2. Chacham Tzvi (Teshuvos §62) adduces proof that the statement that the Kohanim’s 
portions be eaten in a ‘royal manner’ does not merely mean that it is preferable to do so, but 
that one is actually prohibited from eating the portions in a manner which is not princely (cf. 
Maasai LaMelech to Maaseh HaKorbanos 10:10). 
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of Israelites or of the log of oil of a metzora; if you see oil 


8 being poured upon the fires you need not inquire what 
it is — it is either the remainder of the wafer 
minchah- offerings of Kohanim, or of the minchah- 
offering of the Anointed Kohen — for oil cannot be 
donated. R’ Tarfon says: One can donate oil. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


brought during the morning and the 
other half during the afternoon (see Lev. 
6:12-16; Menachos 50b ff; Rambam, 
Maaseh Hakorbanos 13:2-4).] 

Because the amount of oil — three log 
— required for the Kohen Gadol’s min- 
chah is much greater than the one log of 
oil used for regular minchah- offerings, 
there is usually a remainder. [Part of the 
oil is used to make the dough of the 
minchah- offering; more oil is used 
when, after the minchah has been baked 
in an oven, it is fried in a shallow pan.] 
Since the minchah- offering has already 
been baked it does not absorb much oil at 
this point. The remainder of the oil is 
burnt upon the Altar separately from the 
minchah- offering (Rav; Rashi). 


Jew DaATInNA pxw — for oil cannot be 
donated. 

The Torah does not make provision 
for a voluntary offering of oil. Therefore, 
if oil is being distributed to Kohanim or 
being placed upon the fires, it must be 
one of the offerings listed above (Rav; 
Rashi). [This is the point of R’ Shimon’s 
statement. ] 


‘POW רַבִּי טְרְפון אומָר: מִתְנַדְּבִים‎ — R’ Tarfon 
says: One can donate oil. 

One may voluntarily donate oil as an 
independent offering. The minimum do- 
nated oil must be one log; it is [entirely] 
burnt upon the Altar (Rav; Rambam 
Comm.). [Consequently if one sees oil 
being placed upon the fires, he cannot be 
sure that it is the remainder of either a 
Kohen’s or a Kohen Gadol’s minchah- 
offering, as supposed by the first Tanna. 
It may also be a donated oil offering. 
However, the mishnah’s statement re- 
garding oil being distributed in the 
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Courtyard stands even according to R’ 
Tarfon [since a donated oil offering is 
never distributed to the Kohanim] (see 


Gem. 91b). 
The halachah is in accord with R’ 
Tarfon’s view (Rambam, Maaseh 


HaKorbanos 16:14). However, the com- 
mentary of Rav presented above is based 
on the view of Abaye in the Gemara 
(91b). In the view of Shmuel, a donated 
oil offering is treated as a minchah- 
offering. Thus, a kometz is taken off and 
burnt upon the Altar and the remainder 
is consumed by the Kohanim; if it is a 
Kohen’s offering it is totally burnt upon 
the Altar. According to this view, even 
oil distributed to the Kohanim may be 
from a donated oil offering. Rambam 
(ibid.) accepts Shmuel’s view. He later 
emended his Commentary of the mish- 
nah to reflect this (see ed. Kafich and Tos. 
Yom Tov). 

One may also donate a wine offering 
independent of the wine that comes 
together with a minchah- offering as a 
part of ,מִנְחַת נֶסָכִים‎ libation minchah- 
offering that accompanies an olah and 
shelamim. [This ruling is not disputed by 
the first Tanna of our mishnah.] How- 
ever, in contradistinction to a regular 
wine libation (nesech), which is entirely 
poured into a special drain set on the top 
of the Altar (see Succah 4:9), this offering 
is sprinkled upon the fires of the Altar 
(even if the donor is not a Kohen). The 
concern that the Kohanim may trans- 
gress the prohibition against extinguish- 
ing (some of) the Altar fires (see Lev. 6:6) 
need not deter us, since this would be an 
unintentional consequence of the Ko- 
hen’s action. The halachah accepts the 
view of R’ Shimon that unintentional 


THE MISHNAH / ZEVACHIM — Chapter Ten: Kol HaTadir 


ישְרְאַל, וְלג OW Tay‏ מְצרָע: ox‏ רָאית Taw‏ 
שָהוּא נָתוּן עַל גַבִּי PR OWRI‏ אַתָּה JY‏ 
לְשַאול מַה הוּא - אֶלָא מותַר רְקִיקִי מנְחות 
כּהָנִים, non‏ כהן הַמָּשִיחַ - pry‏ מִתְנַדָּבִים 

שֶמֶן. רַבִּי טרְפון TWIN‏ מִתְנדְּבִים Tow‏ 


זבחים 
י/ח 


יד אברהם 


them (Kav; Rashi). 


Sw paw 191 — or of the log of oil of‏ מִצרָע; 
a metzora;‏ 

Le., the remainder of the metzora’s log 
of oil; the word ,מותֶר‎ remainder, which 
precedes the phrase wafer minchah- 
offering refers to the metzora’s log as 
well (Tos. Yom Tov). 

[After a metzora has been healed, 
undergone the preliminary purification 
rites, and completed the seven-day wait- 
ing period (Lev. 14:1-10), he completes 
his purification by offering sacrifice in 
the Temple. After the blood avodos of 
the metzora’s asham have been com- 
pleted, the Kohen takes a bottle contain- 
ing a log of oil, sprinkles some of it with 
his finger seven times toward the Holy of 
Holies, and applies it to the right ear, 
thumb and big toe of the metzora, as 
prescribed in the verse there (vs. 15-18). 
The remainder of the oil is distributed to 
the Kohanim for their consumption.] 


DWNT 72a על‎ PN) NITY TRY רָאִיתָ‎ OK - if 
you see oil being poured upon the fires 
]16., upon the fires of the Altar.] 


PS‏ אַתָּה PY‏ לַשָאול מַה הוּא — אֶלָא מוּתַר 


ya ninm רְקִיקִי‎ - you need not 
inquire what it is — it is either the 
remainder of the wafer minchah- 


offerings of Kohanim, 

[A Kohen’s minchah- offering is pre- 
pared in the same manner as an Israelite’s 
(see above). However, his offering differs 


from the Israelite’s in that it is burnt 
entirely upon the Altar (Lev. 6:16). This 
contrasts with an Israelite’s offering of 
which only a kometz of it is burnt upon 
the Altar; the remainder is eaten by the 
Kohanim (see Lev. 2:2-3, 9-10, 6:8-9).] 
The remainder of the oil from a Kohen’s 
minchah-offering, too, is part of the 
minchah- offering and is therefore sub- 
ject to the burning requirement govern- 
ing minchah- offerings of a Kohen. The 
oil is burnt on the Altar separately (Rav; 
Rashi). 

[The oil of a metzora who is a Kohen does 
not differ in this regard from an Israelite’s; it 
too is apportioned among the Kohanim. The 
stricture of burning refers only to Kohanim’s 
minchah- offerings. ] 


- mw ya nomi — or of the min- 
chah-offering of the Anointed Kohen — 

Le., the remainder of the oil from an 
anointed Kohen Gadol’s minchah- offer- 
ing (Tos. Yom Tov). (The term MWD 1773, 
Anointed Kohen, is the Biblical equiva- 
lent of the term Kohen Gadol (see Lev. 
4:3). It is used in the Biblical passage 
which states the Kohen Gadol’s obliga- 
tion to offer a daily minchah- offering. 
The Kohen Gadol was obligated to offer 
a daily minchah- offering; it was called 
pnaog no, minchas chavitin. It con- 
sisted of one-tenth ephah (the volume of 
43.2 eggs) of flour mixed with 3 log olive 
oil. The offering is baked and fried and 
offered as a minchah. Half of it is 


1. In Menachos (6:3, 74b), too, the mishnah states that there is a ‘remainder’ of oil and that it 
is given the Kohanim. The Gemara (ibid. 75a), however, cites a baraisa in which this is the 


subject of a dispute between R’ Shimon and 


an anonymous Tanna Kamma. The mishnah’s 


view is represented by R’ Shimon, whereas the Tanna Kamma of the baraisa holds that the oil 
is repeatedly smeared upon the offering until it is used up. Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 


13:8) rules in accord with the Tanna Kamma. 


משניות / זבחים - פרק יי כל התדיר 


]266[ 


11 


10 [A the blood of a chatas spattered on a cloth, it 
“must be washed. Although Scripture speaks only 


about those [chatas] offerings which are eaten, as it is 
said (Lev. 6:19): It shall be eaten in a holy place, both the 
[chatas offering which is] eaten and the inner [chatas 
offering] require washing, as it is said (Lev. 6:18): The 
law of the chatas — [there is] one law for all chatas 


offerings. 


y “The blood of a disqualified chatas offering does not 
require washing, whether it had a period of 


YAD AVRAHAM 


[There are two types of chatas offer- 
ings: (a) Those whose blood is applied to 
the corners of the outer Altar; their meat 
is eaten by the Kohanim. (b) Those 
whose blood is applied in the Sanctuary 
(in the Holy, or Holy of Holies); their 
sacrificial parts are burnt upon the outer 
Altar but their meat is burned outside of 
Jerusalem (see mishnah 5:1,2). The sec- 
tion in which the Torah states the 
obligation to wash out any spots of 
chatas blood which splash on a garment 
deals with the first type of chatas — the 
kind whose meat is eaten.] 

Dipya,, WwKaw — as it is said‏ קדש תָּאָבָל," 
(Lev. 6:19): ‘It shall be eaten in a holy‏ 
place,’‏ 

[The verse in the chatas passage 
which refers to the stricture of washing 
out chatas blood from a cloth (Lev. 6:20) 
immediately follows a verse which states 
that the chatas offering shall be eaten in 
a holy place (Rav; Rashi) [making it 
clear that the passage is dealing with a 
chatas whose meat is eaten]. 


INK —‏ הַגְּאָכְלֶת וְאֶחָד N97‏ טָעוּנוּת כְּבוּס, 
both the [chatas offering which is] eaten‏ 
and the inner [chatas offering] require‏ 
washing,‏ 
[In spite of the fact that the passage‏ 


deals only with chataos which are eaten, 
the mishnah sets forth that in truth there 
is no difference between them and the 
chataos whose blood is applied inside the 
Sanctuary in this regard; both types of 
chatas offerings are subject to the stric- 
ture of washing. ] 


529 NOX שָנָאָמַר: ,,תורַת הַחַטָאת'' — תּוּרָה‎ 
הַחַטָאות.‎ -- as it is said (Lev. 6:18): ‘The 
law of the chatas’ — [there is] one law 
for all chatas offerings. 

This verse introduces the Scriptural 
segment containing the stricture of 
washing (Rav; Rashi) [and it is thus 
understood to teach that this law applies 
to all chataos [. The phrase this is the law 
is always taken to indicate an all-inclu- 
sive law (see Sifra to Lev. 6:1,7; Malbim 
there, 8:1,11, Gem. 9b et al.). 

However, bird chatas offerings are not 
subject to the stricture of washing. Scripture 
clearly discusses the animal chatas when it 
states in the opening verse of this segment (v. 
18): תִּשָחַט הָעַלָה תִּשָחַט הַחַטָאת‎ AWK Dipna, in 
the same place that the olah is slaughtered 
[ie., north of the Altar] shall the chatas be 
slaughtered; bird offerings, however, are not 
killed by the method of shechitah but by the 
method of melikah. Thus, the verse clearly 
does not refer to them (Rav, Rambam Comm. 
from Gem. 92a; see above 6:4). 


2. 


The‏ — חַטָאת פְּסוּלֶה mT PR‏ טָעוּן כָּבּוּס, 
blood of a disqualified chatas offering‏ 
does not require washing,‏ 


[269] 


The Torah states in regard to washing 
(Lev. 6:20): . . מִדְּמָהּ.‎ 7 WA}, and if some 
of its blood should spatter . . . The word 
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זבחים 
יא/א-ב 


aad Sy aw nxeo OT [x]‏ הָרִי זֶה טָעוּן 

727) WNIT PRY על פִּי‎ HN ְּבּוּס.‎ 

אֶלָא בַגָאָכָלות, שָגָאָמַר: ,,בְּמְקום “Soxn wag‏ 

IAD הַפּנִימִית טָעוּנות‎ IN) הְַנָאָכְלֶת‎ INN 

שְגָאָמַר: ,,תורת הַחַטָאת" - So? nox min‏ 
הַחַטָאוּת. 


ONVIT 13]‏ פְּסוּלָה אִין דּמָהּ טָעוּן pa pias‏ 


יד אברהם 


consequences of an action cannot be 
considered transgressions of prohibitions 
מְתָּר)‎ PDN PRY 137; see Beitzah 2:10; see 
preface to ArtScroll Shabbos p. 7 ff). 
Although an inevitable consequence is 
prohibited even if unintentional פָּסִיק)‎ 
ww), sprinkling the wine is not certain 
to cause extinction of the flame, since the 
fire may be big and strong enough to 
overcome the effect of the wine (Rav, 
Rambam Comm. based on Gem. 91b). 
Here, too, Rambam later changed his 


opinion, and ruled in his Code (Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 16:14) according to the al- 
ternate view expressed in the Gemara 
(91b) that a wine offering is handled in 
the same way as a wine libation; it is 
poured entirely into the drain on the 
Altar’s top. See Kesef Mishneh and other 
commentators for an explanation of 
Rambam’s ruling. In this instance too 
Rambam later emended his Commen- 
tary to reflect his later view (see ed. 
Kafich). 


Chapter 11 


8. 


The following chapter deals with a number of special stringencies which the Torah 
(Lev. 6:17-23) attaches to the chatas offering. The first of these (the subject of 
mishnahs 1-5) concerns the blood of a chatas which spots a piece of cloth, such as a 
garment. The Torah (v. 20) stipulates that the blood must be washed out of the cloth 
in a holy place, ie., within the walls of the Courtyard. No other offering is subject to 
this stringency (Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 8:1; Sifra to Lev. 6:20; see also Tos. 
92a s.v. 919”). Even bird chatas offerings are exempt from this (Gem. 92a). 


דּם חַטָאת tay‏ על 73397 הָרִי זֶה טָעוּן כְּבּוּס, 
[If] the blood of a chatas spattered on‏ — 
acloth, it must be washed [lit., it requires‏ 

washing]. 

This ruling is based on a Biblical verse. 
The Torah (Lev. 6:20) states in regard to 
chatas: עַלהַבֶּגֶד . . . תִּבַבָּס‎ ANT AY WHI 
בְּמָקום קדש‎  /4ח8‎ if some of its blood 
should spatter on a cloth ... you are to 
wash [it] in a holy place (Rav; Rashi). 
‘When one washes the area of the blood, 
one must wash it with water thoroughly 
until no stain remains. And the seven 
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[detergent] substances [listed in Niddah 
9:6] are applied to it [if necessary |’ 
(Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 8:10 
from Gem. 95a). 

[Although the word 133 is usually 
translated garment, in this context it 
refers to any piece of cloth (more than 
three fingers by three fingers), as will 
become evident in mishnah 4.] 


אף על פי AT TNT PRY‏ אֶלָא בַגָאָכָּלות, 
Although Scripture speaks only about‏ — 


those [chatas] offerings which are eaten, 


[268] 
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validity or it did not have a period of validity. Which 


2 [blood]: has had a period of validity? That which was 
kept overnight, [or] which was contaminated with 
tumah, or which was taken out [of the Courtyard]. And 
which [blood] has not had a period of validity? That 
which was slaughtered [with intent for] beyond its time 
or outside its place, or [that which] disqualified people 
received or threw its blood. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


If blood that is tamei is thrown, the 
avodah is valid and the offering is accepted. 
The Gemara (Pesachim 80b) states that the 
tzitz, the golden headband worn by the 
Kohen Gadol, atones for the offering of 
tumah-contaminated substances and renders 
the avodah valid and acceptable (see Ex. 
28:36-38). Consequently, even blood that is 
tamei is essentially valid [and it is only a 
Rabbinic decree that prevents its being 
thrown; thus, the blood should retain its 
power to necessitate washing]. The mishnah 
must refer to an instance in which the tzitz 
was broken, or perhaps the mishnah sub- 
scribes to the view (Yoma 7b) that the tzitz 
atones only during the time the Kohen Gadol 
wears it (Tos. 92a, s.v. ,שלנה‎ cited in Tos. R’ 
Akiva). 

or which was taken out [of the‏ — וְשַיִצְאָה. 
Courtyard J.‏ 

[Blood which was taken outside the 
Courtyard is disqualified. However, it 
had a period of validity before it was 
taken out.] 


pwn nyw וְאיזו היא שָלא הָיָה לָה‎ — And 
which [blood] has not had a period of 
validity? 

[Which blood is considered to be 
invalid from its very beginning, 1.6., from 
the moment it was received?] 


pip? yan) mgr? yan Mpwaw — That 
which was slaughtered [with intent for] 
beyond its time or outside its place, 

Le., the blood of an offering which was 
slaughtered with the intent that it be 
consumed past its allotted time (a day 
and night for a chatas), or outside its 
area (the Courtyard). Both intentions 
disqualify the offering, the first as piggul 
(Tif. Yis.). 


]271[ 


[Although the terms beyond its time and 
outside its place are usually used in the 
context of an intent that the offering be 
consumed outside of its time or area, here 
it can also refer to slaughter actually per- 
formed outside of its time or place. The 
offering is disqualified if slaughtered at 
night, or anywhere except in the northern 
part of the Courtyard (see Rambam, Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:7; Maaseh HaKarbanos 
1:1,6). Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 8:3) 
includes both aspects in his formulation of 
this rule: ‘Which has not had a period of 
validity? That which was disqualified during 
slaughter ...’] 


Wapw — or [that which] disquali-‏ פְסוּלִין 
fied people received‏ 

[Mishnah 2:1 gives a long list of 
persons who disqualify all avodos (ex- 
cept slaughter), e.g., a non-Kohen, onein, 
et al. Blood disqualified during the 
avodah of receiving has never had a 
period of validity during which it was fit 
for zerikah, since it is the reception in a 
sacred vessel that renders it fit.] 


197 NX Ip AN — or threw its blood. 

Rav (and Rashi in our versions; cf. Tos. 
92a, s.v. ושקבלו‎ and Shitah Mekubetzes 
§1) asserts that this phrase is misplaced 
here and should be deleted. Rav argues 
that the entire point of this mishnah is to 
list disqualifications which exclude the 
chatas blood from the stricture of wash- 
ing; implicit in this is the inference that 
without these disqualifications, the blood 
would be subject to the stricture. In the 
case of blood thrown by a disqualified 
person, however, this is not true, since as 
stated further (mishnah 3), once the 
zerikah has been done the law of wash- 
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זבחים 
יא/ב 


nyw a2 שֶלא הָיָה‎ pa Awan nyw לָה‎ MY 
שָלָנָה,‎ pwn nyw לָהּ‎ MAW הַכּשָר. אִיזו היא‎ 
הָיָה 72 שעַת‎ NPY וְשִיְצְאָה. וְאִיזו היא‎ TVA 
למְקוּמָהּ,‎ YIN} AMI? YIN הַכּשָר? שֶנִּשְחַטָה‎ 

ְשֶקְבְּלוּ פְסוּלין IW)‏ אֶת AMDT‏ 


יד אברהם 


some of ‘its’ blood, is taken as an‏ מַדָּמָה 
exclusion — only the blood of the type of‏ 
chatas discussed in this passage, a valid‏ 
chatas, is subject to the stricture of‏ 
washing (Rav from Gem. 93a).‏ 

Rashi here presents a different Biblical 


inference. See Taharas HaKodesh and 
Rashash. 


maw pa‏ לָהּ Xow pa WaT nyw‏ הָיָה לָה 
wa nyw — whether it had a period of‏ 
validity or it did not have a period of‏ 
validity.‏ 

Even blood which was at one point fit 
for the avodah of zerikah and then 
became disqualified is still excluded from 
the requirement of washing in a holy 
place since it is nevertheless invalid at the 
time it stains the cloth (Rav; Rashi). 
[This conflicts with the view of R’ 
Akiva'" cited in Gem. 93a who holds that 
once the blood has had a period of 
validity during which it became subject 
to the requirement of washing, it retains 
that status even after it loses its validity. 
The mishnah repudiates this distinction 
and accepts the view of R’ Shimon 
(there). ] 


NX — Which‏ היא nyw mY mW‏ הַבּשֶרל 

[blood] has had a period of validity? 
]16., which disqualifications can occur 

to blood after it has been initially valid?] 


mygw — That which was kept overnight, 

Le., the blood of the offering was kept 
overnight (Rav; Rashi). [Accordingly, 
the blood had a period of validity from 
the time of its reception in a sacred vessel 
until the end of the day on which the 
offering was slaughtered.] 

If, however, the blood was thrown at the 
proper time and only the meat and sacrificial 
parts of the offering were kept overnight, the 
blood is of course not invalidated retroac- 
tively. Moreover, any blood which remained 
in the vessel after the avodah of zerikah had 
been performed would not necessitate wash- 
ing even if it has not been invalidated by 
being kept overnight (see further, s.v. 1771). 


[or] which was contaminated‏ - שָנִטְמְאָה, 
with tumah,‏ 

Le., the blood was rendered tamei (Tos. 
93a, s.v. (שלנה‎ 3 (Thus, the blood had a 
period of validity in the interval between 
its reception in the sacred vessel until it 
was contaminated. ] 


1. The text found in the Gemara attributes this view to R’ Akiva. However, Shitah 
Mekubetzes there and others change this to R’ Yaakov. This is indeed the version found in 
Tosefta (10:5), and seems more fitting. R’ Yaakov was a contemporary of R’ Shimon, and is 
recorded having disputed a number of matters with him. R’ Akiva, on the other hand, was R’ 


Shimon’s mentor. 


2. If only the meat and sacrificial parts became tamei there is question whether the blood is 
still valid for zerikah. The Gemara (104a, Pesachim 77b) cites a disagreement between Ie 
Eliezer and R’ Yehoshua whether it is essential that at least part of the offering, either the meat 
or the sacrificial parts, need to be in existence and viable when the blood is thrown. R’ Eliezer’s 
opinion is that the existence of the meat or sacrificial parts is not essential for the blood avodah 
to go forward, while R’ Yehoshua contends that it is. Meat and sacrificial parts which have 


been disqualified by reason of tumah or ot 


regard. Thus according to R’ Yehoshua the 
sacrificial parts became tamei. 
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her causes are considered non-existent in this 
blood is invalidated even if only the meat and 


]270[ 
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3. [18 it spattered from the neck [of the offering] onto 
the cloth, it does not require washing; from the 


horn [of the Altar] or from the base [of the Altar], it does 
not require washing. [If] it spilled onto the floor and he 
gathered it up, it does not require washing; washing is 


YAD AVRAHAM 


If blood which is designated to be 
poured upon the 0856 ] the blood 
which remains in the vessel after the 
zerikah has been performed] spotted a 
cloth, it does not need cleansing. This is 
so even before the blood has been poured 
upon the base (see below). 


wx — it does not require‏ טָעוּן כְּבּוּס. 
washing.‏ 

In referring to the requirement to wash 
out chatas blood from a fabric, the Torah 
formulates the verb in the future tense — 
np wx [which should spatter], which 
literally means that which he will sprin- 
kle. This alludes to a future role this 
blood is meant to play in the avodah of 
zerikah, and it indicates that only blood 
which is yet to be applied to the Altar 
requires washing, not blood which has 
already been applied and come off (Gem. 
93a). The ‘remaining’ blood, too, is ex- 
cluded from the law of washing because 
of this. This blood is excluded even 
before any of it has been poured on the 
Altar’s base, because all of it comes from 
a body of blood of which a part has 
already been applied properly to the 
Altar and fulfilled all the requirements of 
zerikah (Rav, Rashi from Gem. 93a and 


38b-39a). 

Thus the phrases from the horn and from 
the base are interpreted differently. In the 
former case it refers to blood which has 
already touched the corner of the Altar. 
Blood which is merely designated to be 
thrown to the Altar is precisely the type of 
blood which requires washing. The phrase 
from the base, however, refers even to blood 
which has not yet been poured upon the base. 
Once the blood applications of the chatas 
have been completed,’ and the remaining 
blood has been designated as remainder, 
blood designated for the base, it does not 
require washing (see Gem. 39a). 


- נִשְפֶךְּ על APR) MYA‏ אִינו PYY‏ בַּבּוּס; 
(If] it spilled onto the floor and he‏ 
gathered it up, it does not require wash-‏ 
ing;‏ 

[Le., the blood was not received from 
the animal's neck into a sacred vessel,”! 
but spilled onto the Courtyard pavement 
and was then collected from the floor 
into a sacred vessel. The mishnah has 
taught earlier (2:1) that such blood is not 
valid for zerikah. Consequently, if this 
blood splashed onto a garment it does not 
require washing. As we learned in the 
previous mishnah, invalid blood is not 
subject to the law of washing.] 


1. However, if the required applications have not yet been completed — e.g., only the first of 
the four blood applications required for the chatas (see 5:3) has been done — then the blood 
remaining in the vessel still necessitates washing it if stains a cloth. Although only the first 
application is essential for atonement (mishnah 4:1), the next three applications too are in the 
category of zerikah, and the blood is therefore still in the category of that which is to be 
applied to the Altar. It is only when all four applications have been made that the rest of the 
blood is categorized as remainder. However, the blood which has already been applied does 
not necessitate washing even before the other three applications have been made (Tos. R’ 
Akiva from Gem. 38b-39a). 


2. If, however, the blood was first received in a sacred vessel directly from the animal’s neck, 
and later spilled onto the pavement, it may be again collected into a sacred vessel and used for 
zerikah (see 3:2). Thus, it would require washing as well. 
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IAD אִינו טָעוּן‎ Tay מן הַצוָּאר‎ Td fal 
IAD הַיסוד, אִינו טָעוּן‎ PA) WPT מן‎ 


זבחים 
יא/ג 


נשפֶךְּ על הֶרִצְפָּה ואַסְפו, YK‏ טָעוּן כָּבּוּס; PX‏ 


יד אברהם 


ing no longer applies to the blood.” 
Tosafos, however, point out that the 
Gemara elsewhere (Me’ilah 5a) clearly had 
the phrase or threw its blood in its version of 
the mishnah. Tosafos resolve Rashi’s objec- 
tion by noting that although a properly 
performed zerikah exempts the remaining 
blood from the stricture of washing, this is 
because the act of zerikah renders the rest of 
the blood ,שירִים‎ remainder, which should be 
poured to the Altar base and is not fit for 
zerikah. However, it could be argued that an 
invalid zerikah does not render the remain- 
ing blood remainder, and that it can be used 
to perform another act of zerikah (to validate 


ANI yo thy -‏ על הַבֶּנֶד, אִינו טָעוּן כָּבּוּס; 
[If] it spattered from the neck [of the‏ 
offering] onto the cloth, it does not‏ 
require washing;‏ 

If the blood spurted directly from the 
cut in the animal’s neck onto a garment, 
the blood need not be washed out. The 
verse which sets forth the law of wash- 
ing says (Lev. 6:20): np Wx, should 
spatter ... The word used here, 7, 
spatter [lit., sprinkle], is reminiscent of 
the terminology usually reserved for the 
special blood applications of the chatas 
[nv] (see Lev. 4:6,17( This indicates 
that in order to necessitate washing, the 


the offering). If so, the remaining blood 
would be considered valid blood, and would 
necessitate washing. Therefore, it was neces- 
sary for the mishnah to teach the law for 
blood thrown by a disqualified person. By 
stating categorically that in the case of an 
invalid zerikah the law of washing does not 
apply, the mishnah implies that even the 
remaining blood is excluded. The mishnah 
thereby establishes the principle that an 
invalid zerikah renders the blood which 
remains ,שַירִיִם‎ remainder, and no longer fit 
for zerikah.”! [In Tosafos’ view, this explana- 
tion is indicated by the Gemara in Me’ilah 
(Sb).] 


3. 


blood must be fit for zerikah. Before the 
blood has been received in a sacred vessel 
it is not yet fit for zerikah and conse- 
quently if it spurts onto a garment or 
cloth it does not require washing (Rav, 
Rashi from Gem. 93a; Malbim to Lev. 
6:20). 


from the horn [of the Altar]‏ — מן הקרן 

[If blood that had been applied to the 
Altar in the proper manner fell onto the 
cloth and spotted it, it does not require 
washing. ] 


Tow yo — or from the base [of the 
Altar], 


1. Another obvious difficulty inherent in this text (but not raised by Rav and Rashi) is that if 
[only] the zerikah was invalid but the kabbalah (reception) was valid, the blood is in the 
category of ‘that which has had a period of validity.’ The mishnah, however, lists this as 
an example of ‘that which has not had a period of validity’ (see Tos. cited in Shitah 


Mekubetzes §2). 


2. The Gemara (Me ’ilah 5b) concludes that zerikah by a disqualified person renders the rest 
of the blood remainder only when it is done by a Kohen who is tamei. Since the zerikah of a 
tamei is valid in certain instances for a communal offering (712¥ }2 72: see Temurah 2:1, 14a), 


it tetains a degree of validity even for non-communal offerings. The quasi-valid status of the 


zerikah empowers it to confer remainder status upon the remaining blood (see comm. to 3:1, 
s.v. .(יחזר הכשר ויקבל‎ Zerikah by other categories of disqualified persons does not possess any 
vajidity and is considered as if it had not occurred. Consequently, it cannot render the rest of 


the'blood remainder. 
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not required except for blood which was received in a 


3 vessel,and was fit for sprinkling. 

[If] it spattered on a hide — if [this happened] before 
it had been flayed, it does not require washing; [but] if 
after it had been flayed, it requires washing; [these are] 
the words of R’ Yehudah. R’ Eliezer says: Even after it 
has been flayed it does not require washing. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


it has been removed from the carcass; 
even then, it is not generally used as is but 
is processed into leather and made into a 
utensil. Nevertheless, since it has some 
uses even as a mere hide, if its owner 
designated it for such uses, it can be 
considered a utensil without any further 
processing. 


if [this‏ — עַד שָלא הֶפְשַט, אִינו טָעוּן כְּבוּס; 
happened] before it had been flayed, it‏ 
does not require washing;‏ 

A hide cannot be susceptible to tumah 
before it has been flayed [since it is not fit 
for use] (Rav; Rashi). Although the hide 
has the potential to attain tumah suscep- 
tibility after it has been flayed (when it is 
designated for use or fashioned into a 
utensil or the like), this is insufficient to 
qualify the unflayed hide as cloth-like; in 
order to qualify it must possess tumah 
potential as is, without having to undergo 
any further physical change (Rashi). 


PM מִשָהָפְשט, טָעוּן כַּבּוּס; דִּבְרִי רַבִּי‎ — 
[but] if after it had been flayed, it 
requires washing; [these are] the words 

of R’ Yehudah. 

After the hide has been removed from 
the carcass of the animal [and even before 
it has been cured], the hide is potentially 
susceptible to tumah, without additional 
cutting and paring, if the owner desig- 
nates it for uses such as a cover for a 
saddle or bed (Rav from Gem. 93b). This 


potential is sufficient to imbue it with the 


halachic quality necessary to make it 
subject to the requirement of washing 
[even if it has not been so designated and 
is therefore not yet actually susceptible to 
tumah]. Although cloth is not merely 
potentially susceptible to tumah but is 
actually susceptible, for the law of chatas 
blood the potential for susceptibility is 
enough. Rashi and Tosafos (to 94a) 
explain that in R’ Yehudah’s view the 
term 733, cloth, used by the Torah in 
regard to the law of washing, refers even 
to a piece of material too small for 
ordinary use [less than 3x3 fingers; see 
Keilim 27:2]. Such a piece of cloth is also 
not susceptible to tumah contamination 
unless it is explicitly designated for use, 
but it is nevertheless subject to the law of 
washing even if it has not been explicitly 
designated. Thus hide, too, is subject to 
the law of washing even before it attains 
the level of actual tumah- susceptibility. 
The Gemara (Me’ilah 18a) states that a 
piece of cloth which was designated to serve 
as a holder [APM] is susceptible to tumah 
even if its dimensions are ,מַשָהוּא‎ minus- 
61416.3 When the Gemara here states that a 
minuscule piece of cloth is susceptible to 
tumah if it is designated for use, it obviously 
refers to use as a holder as stated in Me‘ilah 
(Chazon Ish, Keilim 28:17, Kodashim p. 294). 


ASN 727‏ אומַר: אַף מִשָהָפְשַט אִינו טָעוּן 
R’ Eliezer says: Even after it has‏ — בְּבּוּס. 
been flayed it does not require washing.‏ 
R’ Eliezer asserts that it is not sufficient‏ 


1. Tosafos (93b) assume, based on the Gemara here, that an uncured hide is susceptible to 
tumah if designated for use. Rambam (Hil. Keilim 2:1) rules that an uncured hide is not 
susceptible to tumah. He explains (Maaseh HaKarbanos 8:5) that an uncured hide is 
nevertheless subject to washing (as stated in our mishnah) because it will be susceptible to 
tumah after it is cured (see Lechem Mishneh for an explanation). 


2. Rambam (Hil. Keilim 23:3; see Ravad there) rules that anything less than 3x3 fingers is not 
susceptible to tumah. Keren Orah and Chazon Ish (Keilim 28:17) suggest that Rambam’s text 
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ANT) (Da Yapniw אֶלָא הַדֶּם‎ DIAD זבחים טָעוּן‎ 


mim יא/ג‎ 


1m‏ על הָעור — עד Xow‏ הָפְּשַט , אִינו טָעוּן 
כְּבּוּס; ,LwWHTWN‏ טָעוּן כַּבּוּס; D7‏ רַבִּי ATT‏ 
רַבִּי אָלִיעְזֶר אומָר: אַף מִשָהֶפְשַט אִינוּ טָעוּן 


בבס 


:ד אברהם 


PX —‏ טָעוּן DIAD‏ אֶלָא OFT‏ שָנְתְקְבָּל בִּכְלִי 
washing is not required except for blood‏ 
which was received in a vessel‏ 

This clause merely gives the explana- 
tion for the rule stated earlier regarding 
blood which spilled (Rav from Gem. 
93b). 


mq? וְרָאוּי‎ — and was fit for sprinkling. 

[This is yet another condition. It is not 
sufficient that the blood was received ina 
vessel. It must also be fit )1.6., valid) for 
sprinkling. ] The mishnah hereby implies 
that if the amount of blood which was 
received in the vessel was not sufficient 
for the blood application, it is rendered 
invalid. It cannot be combined anymore 
with another insufficient quantity of 
blood (even from the same offering) to 
form the required volume of blood (Rav 
from Gem. 93b with Rashi)." 

Just how much blood is required is a 
subject discussed at length by Mishneh 
LaMelech to Maaseh HaKarbanos 4:8. 

- riya Sy imi — [If] it spattered on a 
hide — 

Although the Torah uses the term 
cloth in reference to the requirement of 
washing, even materials that are not cloth 
are also subject to the requirement of 


washing. The Gemara (93b) derives this 
by means of Biblical exegesis. However, 
since the Torah specifies cloth, a material 
must resemble cloth in certain halachic 
essentials in order to be subject to the law 
of washing. As the Gemara defines this, 
cloth possesses the critical quality of 
having a potential for tumah-contamina- 
tion in its present form. Accordingly, any 
other material must have a similar poten- 
tial: for susceptibility to tumah in its 
present form in order to be subject to the 
law of washing chatas blood from it 
(Rav; Rashi). 


To understand this properly, a funda- 
mental rule regarding tumah must be 
briefly explained. In order for an object 
other than a person or a food to become 
tamei, it must be classified a 93, utensil. 
Raw materials are not susceptible to 
tumah-contamination. In order for them 
to become susceptible, they must be 
fashioned into a form in which they can 
be used, and be designated to be used in 
that form. Cloth (if it is at least three 
fingers by three fingers) is considered to 
meet both these requirements, because it 
has been woven into a form which people 
will use.2! Hide, however, has no use until 


1. Keren Orah, however, demonstrates that in Rambam's view two insufficient quantities of 
blood may be combined to form one valid quantity. In this view, the Gemara invalidates the 
blood only so long as the vessel which contains it holds an insufficient amount. The Kohen 
may not take this blood up on his finger and supplement it with blood from another 


insufficient batch; the vessel must contain a suf 


ficient amount of blood before the Kohen takes 


any blood for sprinkling. Keren Orah argues that nowhere do we find that the blood must be 
received in the vessel in one continuous flow. Thus if one received an insufficient amount of 
blood in the vessel, it stands to reason that one may later again receive more blood in the same 
vessel from the animal's neck. The insufficient amount of blood should be viewed as just that 
— insufficient — but not invalid. Hence it follows that two valid, insufficient quantities of 
blood may be combined to form one quantity of valid, sufficient blood. 


2. See Chazon Ish, Keilim 5:2 in regard to a cloth that does not stand to be used as is. 
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Washing is required only for the place of the blood, 


4 and [for] a thing which is fit to be susceptible to 
tumah-contamination, and which is fit for washing. 


4. ( loth, sackcloth, and hide all require washing in a 
holy place; and the breaking of the earthenware 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Keren Orah speculates that in the in- 
stances of wood, metal, and hard leather, the 
blood may be removed and used for zerikah. 
Since the blood has not been disqualified by 
being subject to the extraneous mitzvah of 
washing" it is yet valid for zerikah. [This 
should be likened to blood which was 
received in a sacred vessel and subsequently 
poured into a non-sacred vessel, which may 


אֶחָד הַבֶּנֶד, WA)‏ השק, TWN)‏ הָעור טְעוּנין 
Cloth, sackcloth, and hide all‏ -- כּבּוּס 
require washing‏ 

The Torah (Lev. 6:20) mentions 733, 
cloth, in regard to the requirement of 
washing off chatas blood. However, 
Biblical exegesis is adduced to prove that 
all kinds of materials must be washed of 
any chatas blood staining them (see 
Gem. 93b-94a). 


The Gemara (94a) concludes that hide 
requires washing only when it is soft. If it is 
stiff and cannot be washed, it is treated like 
wood and metal utensils, and it is sufficient 
to scrape off the blood (see Rambam, Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 8:2; Tos. R’ Akiva here). [It 
seems that the term 0123, washing, is applied 
only to situations in which an extraneous 
substance has been absorbed by a material 
and is removed by means of a liquid and by 
rubbing. Metals and other hard substances 
do not absorb easily, and when they do (as 
with wood and hard leather), the absorption 
cannot merely be flushed out with a liquid. 
Removal of the surface spot by rinsing it or 
even rubbing it vigorously with liquid does 
not qualify as washing out the blood. Nor 
does the scraping which will remove the 


be poured back into a sacred vessel and 
thrown on the Altar (see above 3:2).] Sfas 
Emes (94a), however, assumes that ‘scraping’ 
is merely a substitute for washing; ic., 
wherever scraping is indicated, it is an 
obligation, just as washing is, and is subject 
to the same strictures. Thus, Sfas Emes 
reasons, the scraping must be done in the 
Temple Courtyard. 


4 


absorption merit this term. (However, see 
Sfas Emes cited at the end of the last 
mishnah).] 

Rashi (to Shabbos 64a, s.v. pw) defines 
pw, sackcloth, as material made from 
goat’s hair (see also Tos. there s.v. (מניין‎ 

Tosafos (ibid. and Shabbos 27a, s.v. (ונוצה‎ 
differentiate between material made of fine 
goat’s hair and that made of coarse goat's 
hair; only the latter is called py. Rambam 
(preface to Comm., Seder Taharos and Hil. 
Keilim 1:12) defines it as material made of 
hair, without specifying that it is goat’s hair. 
Moreover, basing himself on Shabbos 64a, he 
rules that anything which is woven, even of 
hair, is in the category of 733, cloth. The 
category of pw, sackcloth, is applied only to 
strands of hair twisted to form chains and the 


like. 


in a holy place;‏ — בְּמָקום קדוש; 

The Torah (Lev. 6:20) specifies that 
the washing be done in a holy place. A 
holy place is defined as the Temple 
Courtyard (see mishnah 5; cf. Teshuvos 
Noda BiYehuda, Orach Chaim II:124). 


and the‏ — וּשְבִירַת "2D‏ חֶרֶס Dippa‏ קדוש; 
breaking of the earthenware vessel‏ 


1: Actually, the Gemara (92b) ponders whether blood is disqualified when it is spattered on a 
garment under circumstances necessitating washing. Although the Gemara does not clearly 
resolve this question, Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 8:9) seems to rule that the blood is 
disqualified (see commentators there, Keren Orah to 92b). 
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אִינו טָעוּן IAD‏ אֶלָא מִקום הַדֶּם, NDT)‏ שָהוּא 
רָאוּי Yap?‏ טְַמְאֶה, ANT‏ לְכְבּוּס. 


jad WIS נד]‎ 


TWN)‏ השק, וְאֶחָד הָּעור 


זבחים 
יא/ד 


טעוּנִין Dipaa vad‏ קדוש; גּשְבִירַת 


יד אברהם 


for the hide to have the potential for 
susceptibility to tumah; it must actually 
be susceptible. Thus, a hide is not subject 
to the washing requirement as long as it 
has not been fashioned into a utensil or 
other useful object [or designated for use 
as is] (Rav). R’ Eliezer considers the term 
132, cloth, to be defined here in the same 
way as it is defined in the Biblical section 
(Lev. 11:32) which deals with tumah 
susceptibility. In that context it refers to a 
piece of cloth which already meets all of 
the requirements of tumah susceptibility, 
whether of size or designation (Rashi 
94a, s.v. .(מה בגד‎ [Le., a piece of fabric 
fashioned into or designated a garment 
or other useful object.] 

Tos. Chadashim points out that the name 
R’ Eliezer here is an anachronism, since R’ 
Eliezer (ben Horkanos) was one of the elder 
Tannaim in the era of R’ Akiva, who in turn 
was the mentor of the first Tanna mentioned 
in the mishnah. Thus it is inconceivable that 
R’ Eliezer was the Tanna who disputed this 
point of halachah with R’ Yehudah. Rather 
our text should be emended to read 737 
atydx, R’ Elazar [ben Shamua], whose name 
appears often as a disputant of R’ Yehudah. 
Indeed, as shown in Shinuyei Nuschaos, the 
spelling R’ Elazar appears in many printed 
texts of the Talmud and in manuscript texts 
of the Mishnah. The Mishnah text believed 
to be written by Rambam’s own hand also 
has the version R’ Elazar (see ed. Kafich). 


DFT Dipn אֶלָא‎ DIAD אִינו טָעוּן‎ — Washing 
is required only for the place of the 
blood, 

The entire garment need not be 
washed, just the bloodstain itself (Rav; 
Rashi). 


The Torah’s (Lev. 6:20) emphasis, "WX 
mp, whatever has been spattered, indi- 
cates that only the part of the cloth 
which is bloodstained needs cleaning (see 
Gem. 94a, Sifra to Lev. 6:20). 


and [for]a‏ — וְדְבֶר שָהוּא רָאוּי Yapd‏ טָמְאֶה, 
thing which is fit to be susceptible to [lit.,‏ 
receive | tumah-contamination,‏ 

[This is a restatement of the rule 
explained above. However, the mishnah 
does not say, 7knv Dapn שָהוּא‎ 127, a 
thing which is susceptible to tumah 
contamination, but טַמְאָה‎ 2a2? רָאוּי‎ fit to 
be susceptible to tumah contamination, 
indicating that it is not necessary that the 
thing be actually susceptible to tumah at 
this point; it need merely be fit, ie., have 
the potential for susceptibility.] Even if it 
yet lacks designation it is fit to be 
susceptible to tumah, and requires wash- 
ing. Thus, this anonymous clause of the 
mishnah follows the view of R’ Yehudah 
stated above (Rav, Rashi from Gem. 
94a). The halachah is in accord with this 
view (Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 
8:5). 


and which is fit for‏ — וְרְאוּי לְכָבּוּס. 
washing.‏ 

The thing must be of a material which 
lends itself to washing. The mishnah 
thus excludes wooden utensils, which 
one cleans by scraping off the wood 
which has absorbed the blood (Rav from 
Gem. 94a with Rashi). The mishnah also 
excludes metal utensils (Rambam, 
Maaseh HaKorbanos 8:4) and hard 
leather (see Gem. 94a, Rambam there 8:2). 


of Zevachim 94a read nw>wn nine, less than three [tefachim], instead of w>w mnins, less 
than three [fingers], as in our texts. Interestingly, he does not state a distinction based on size 


in Maaseh HaKorbanos 8:5. 
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vessel [must take place] in a holy place; and the purging 


4 and rinsing of a copper vessel [must take place] in a holy 
place. This is the stringency of the chatas offering over 
[other] most holy offerings. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Anexample of this is the requirement to rinse 
the chatas vessel following the purging (see 
comm. to mishnah 7, s.v. ,(מריקה‎ a procedure 


since this applies to all offerings in the 
view of the anonymous Tanna of mish- 
nah 7, and his view is accepted as 


not required for ordinary prohibitions. An- halachah.] 
other example is the law that the purging 4 התב סש‎ Rasht aap thet tne ב‎ 
a chatas vessel must be done in the nee © ~ to break an earthenware vessel also applies to 


Courtyard, as set forth in our mishnah. all’ offerings (mighnah’ 7 speaks: only ue 


purging and rinsing). Indeed this is clearly 
Rashi’s view as expressed in his commentary 
to Lev. 6:21. Rambam (Comm.), however, 
states that with the words this is the strin- 
gency ... the mishnah refers also to the 
breaking of earthenware vessels, which does 
not apply to other offerings (Tos. Yom Tov; 
see also Maaseh HaKorbanos 8:14; Ravad 
and Kesef Mishneh there; see comm. to 
mishnah 7, s.v. קדשי קדשים‎ TNX). 


WIZ זֶה חמֶָר בַּחַטָאת מִקָרְשי‎ — This is 
the stringency of the chatas offering 
over [other] most holy offerings. 

This refers only to the stringency of 
washing out blood (Rav; Rashi). [This 
stringency applies only to the blood of a 
chatas, not the blood of other most holy 
offerings. The mishnah cannot refer to 
the stringency of purging and rinsing, 


2 


In connection with the requirement to wash cloth stained with chatas blood in a 
holy place (ie., in the Courtyard), the mishnah defined two other chatas-related laws 
that need to be done in a holy place — breaking the earthenware pot, and purging 
and rinsing metal pots, in which chatas meat has been cooked. The next two 
mishnayos delineate the parameters of these requirements. 


1. The commentators raise another difficulty here. The general rule is that on a Biblical level, 
absorbed matter spoils if left for the next day (see Avodah Zarah 76a), so that something 
cooked in the pot after that time is not rendered prohibited on the basis of the absorption []N13 
Ann 0359 oyv]. (The restriction against using a pot which has absorbed prohibited matter past 
this period is Rabbinic in origin.) Rashi (there s.v. (בת יומא‎ assumes that the day in this regard 
ends with the daybreak following the absorption; it is the passage of night which causes 
spoilage (cf. Yoreh Deah 103:5). Thus, it is asked, why must pots used to cook chatas meat be 
purged, if by the time the absorbed material is rendered nossar — the next morning — it has 
already spoiled to the point where it will not prohibit substances later cooked in it (see 
Mizrachi and others to Lev. 6:21)? However, if as explained above the stricture of purging 
applies even when there is no absorbed material, it will surely apply to a situation in which 
there is absorbed matter which has spoiled (see Rosh, Avodah Zarah 5:36). 

Ran (there 76a) resolves the difficulty by making a fundamental observation about the law 
of purging. Purging, Ran argues, is not done to prevent the absorbed matter from being 
reabsorbed in foods later cooked in the pot. It must be done even if one does not plan on using 
the pot ever again. Rather, it is because the absorbed material’s nossar status requires it to be 
burned — which is not practical with absorbed matter — that the Torah devised an alternate 
method of destroying it. The procedure of purging (for a metal pot) and breaking (for 
earthenware) serve in lieu of burning. 
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VII 23‏ בְּמְקום WZ‏ וּמְרִיקָה TPA‏ בְּכְלִי 
נְחשֶת dipna‏ קדוש. WN AT‏ בַּחַטָאת מִקָרְשִי 


זבחים 
יא/ד 


DWT? 


יד אברהט 


(must take חז [1466ק‎ a holy place; 

{Another stricture stated by the Torah 
in regard to the chatas offering is the 
requirement to break any earthenware 
pot in which chatas meat is cooked (see 
Lev. 6:21). These earthenware vessels 
must be broken in the Courtyard (see 
mishnah 5; cf. Noda BiYehudah, Orach 
Chaim 11:124(.[ The requirement of a 
holy place is specified in connection with 
washing a cloth upon which chatas 
blood has fallen (Lev. 6:20). The require- 
ment to break an earthenware vessel in 
which chatas meat is cooked follows in 
the next verse (v. 21), and this verse 
begins with the conjunctive vav — "71 
wn, ‘and’ an earthenware vessel — 
indicating a connection between the two 
laws. From this we derive that just as the 
cloth spattered with chatas blood must 
be washed in a holy place, so too the 
earthenware vessel in which chatas meat 
is cooked must be broken in a holy place 
(Rav from Gem. 94b). 

The Gemara (96a) relates that the shards 
would miraculously sink into the floor of the 
Temple Courtyard, and would not litter up 
the area. 


= וּמְרִיקָה וּשֶטִיפָה Ya‏ נְחשָת בְּמָקוּם קדוש. 
and the purging and rinsing of a copper‏ 
vessel [must take place] in a holy place.‏ 
If chatas meat is cooked in a copper (or‏ 

other metal) pot, the Torah requires that 
it be purged with boiling water, and then 
rinsed (see mishnah 7). This too must be 
done in the Courtyard. The Biblical 
allusion cited to teach that earthenware 
pots must be broken in the Courtyard 
similarly indicates that the purging and 
rinsing of metal pots must also take place 


in a holy place (Tos. Yom Tov from Gem. 
94b)."! 

Seemingly, the reason for this law is to 
purge the vessel of the matter it has 
absorbed from the meat during cooking; 
the absorption is rendered nossar after 
the night has passed (Rashi to Lev. 6:21). 
Accordingly, purging and rinsing is ef- 
fective only for metal pots, which surren- 
der all their absorption by this treatment, 
but not for earthenware, which does not 
release all its absorption through purg- 
ing. As the Gemara states (Pesachim 
30b, Avodah Zarah 34a), the law which 
requires earthenware pots to be broken 
rather than purged testifies to the princi- 
ple that earthenware can never be com- 
pletely purged of its absorption הַתּוּרְה]‎ 
POT שָאִינו יוּצָא מִידִי‎ ODN הַעִירָה עַל כְּלִי‎ 
[ְלְעוּלֶם‎ 


However, this is not as simple as it appears. 
The Gemara (95b) ponders whether the 
Torah requires purging and rinsing even 
when one cooked without any absorption, 
e.g., where meat is suspended from a spit 
within an oven [so that the earthenware oven 
never comes into contact with the meat and 
thus does not absorb from it]. Tosafos (96a, 
s.v. NOX) explain that although the underly- 
ing rationale for the law is to purge the pot’s 
absorption, some facets of the law are based 
on a directive to view all circumstances of 
cooking — even those in which there is no 
actual absorption — as if they involved 
absorption. [Perhaps this is an instance in 
which a Torah law is itself based on a 
gezeirah (preventive decree); for other exam- 
ples of this, see R’ Yosef Engel’s Lekach Tov 
ch. 8.] There also are other facets of the 
chatas law which call for more stringent 
procedures than are necessary for purging 
ordinary vessels of prohibited absorptions. 


1. Some old printed versions and manuscripts of the Mishnah delete this clause (see Shinuyei 
Nuschaos and Rambam Comm. ed. Kafich; it also seems not to have been in Rav’s version of 
the Mishnah). However, mishnah 6 does mention that purging and rinsing must be done in a 
holy place, and the Gemara adduces (94b) a Biblical source for this. 
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5. (18 the garment was taken outside the curtains, he 
should re-enter [with it] and wash it in a holy 


place. [If] it was contaminated [with tumah] outside the 
curtains, he should rip it, and [then] re-enter and wash it 


in a holy place. 


(If] the earthenware vessel was taken outside the 
curtains, he should re-enter [with it] and break it in a 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Tosafos (94b-95a, s.v. (לא שנו‎ explain that 
the Gemara’s statement concerning tearing 
the cloth and leaving a part must be referring 
to a garment, not merely a piece of cloth. 
Only a garment loses its standing in regard 
to tumah by being ripped to this extent. As 
Rashi (Chullin 123a, s.v. (טלית‎ explains, when 
one rips the garment along most of its width 
or length, it is no longer fit to be used in its 
former capacity. Consequently, even though 
both parts of the torn garment still retain the 
minimum size necessary for fumah-contami- 
nation (3X3 fingers), the former garment is 
no longer considered to be in existence [Px 
ay mw], and what remains, therefore, is 
shorn of its former tumah-contamination. 
Nevertheless, because the torn parts are still 
attached by a strip large enough to be used as 
a kerchief, the garment still retains enough of 
its previous status to be considered the 
‘garment’ that had become bloodstained (see 
Chazon Ish, Likutim 4:4). A piece of cloth, 
however, does not lose its standing as a cloth 
(even in regard to tumah) merely by being 
torn in half, as Tosafos demonstrate from 
Chullin 7 2b. 

Tosafos suggest as an alternate explana- 
tion that the mishnah does not refer to a 
single rip but to a whole series of tears, which 
reduce the cloth to shreds. This suffices to 
remove even a cloth from its previous classi- 
fication in regard to tumah. However, the 
connection of all these shreds by a strip the 
width of a kerchief enables the cloth to retain 
enough of its former standing to still be 
considered the same ‘cloth’ that had become 
stained by the chatas blood; thus the mitz- 
vah to launder that cloth of its bloodstain can 
still be fulfilled. 

A garment torn in the manner described 
above still retains a Rabbinic tumah (accord- 
ing to some opinions; see Gem.); however, 
the Biblical prohibition against introducing 
tumah-contaminated objects to the Court- 
yard is lifted (Rav). [The Rabbinic prohibi- 


[281] 


tion is waived in order to allow for the 
fulfillment of the Biblical requirement to 
wash out the blood.] 

The mishnah’s ruling applies even if the 
cloth becomes tamei in the Courtyard. In 
such a case the cloth should be ripped 
immediately [so as not to prolong the pres- 
ence of a tumah-contaminated object in the 
Courtyard] and washed (see also Aruch 
HaShulchan HaAssid 78:27). It may be that 
the mishnah presents the case in terms of a 
cloth contaminated outside the Courtyard 
because it would be unusual for something 
tamei to be present in the Courtyard to 
render the cloth tamei (Sfas Emes). 

Another difficulty raised by this ruling is 
why the cloth should not simply be purified 
of its tumah by immersion in a mikveh and 
then reintroduced into the Courtyard for 
washing. Sfas Emes suggests tha: immersion 
in water would perforce remove some of the 
blood and thereby violate the law that all the 
blood be washed off in a holy place. In a 
similar vein, Mikdash David (31:5) explains 
that because the washing must be performed 
ina holy place, the cloth may not be placed in 
a body of water outside of the Courtyard, 
since there is a well-known rule that soaking 
is considered washing in regard to a fabric 
(see Gem. 94b). Consequently when one 
immerses the cloth in a mikveh outside the 
Courtyard, he performs part of the washing 
outside the Courtyard. See Tif. Yis. for other 
suggested solutions. 


[If] the‏ — כָּלִי yin KYW o>‏ לְקְלָעִים, 
earthenware vessel was taken outside‏ 
the curtains,‏ 

[Ie., the earthenware vessel in which 
chatas meat was cooked was taken 
outside the Courtyard.] 


he should‏ — גָכְנָס Maw)‏ בְּמְקום קָדוּש. 
re-enter [with it] and break it in a holy‏ 
place.‏ 
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waa Ia My? yin שָיְצָא‎ TW [ה]‎ 
my 2p? חגץ‎ Novi בְּמְקוּם קדוש.‎ 


זבחים 
יא/ה 


קורְעו, DIDI)‏ וּמְבַבְּסו בָּמָקום קדוש. 
23" חֶרֶס שָיְּצָא NW) DID] My? yin‏ 


יד אברהט 


yop? yin xyw waa — [If] the cloth 
was taken outside the curtains, 

If the cloth upon which chatas blood 
had spattered was taken outside the 
Temple Courtyard (Rav; Rashi). [See 
the commentary to mishnah 5:3 concern- 
ing the anachronistic use of the term 
curtains by the mishnah to describe the 
Courtyard’s boundaries. ] 


he should‏ — 0333 וּמְכַבְּסו Dippa‏ קדוש. 
re-enter [with it] and wash it in a holy‏ 
place.‏ 

[The fact that the cloth left the Court- 
yard does not remove the obligation to 
wash it in a holy place, nor is there any 
restriction against reintroducing the 
blood which has exited the Temple. 
Accordingly, the cloth must be returned 
to the Courtyard to be washed there.] 


[If] it was contami-‏ — נִטְמָא yin‏ לִקְלָעִים, 
nated [With tumah] outside the curtains,‏ 
the bloodstained cloth became‏ .16 
tamei while outside the Courtyard, so‏ 
that it cannot now be reintroduced into‏ 
the Courtyard (Rav; Rashi). One who‏ 
introduces a tumah-contaminated object‏ 
into the Courtyard transgresses a nega-‏ 
לא תַעָשָה] tive Biblical commandment‏ 
and is liable to malkus [lashes] (Eruvin‏ 
104b; Rambam, Bias HaMikdash 3:16).‏ 


he‏ — קורְעו, )0393 וּמְכַבְּסו בְּמְקום קדוש. 


should rip it, and [then] re-enter and 
wash it in a holy place. 

The cloth should be ripped so that it 
loses it susceptibility to tumah and is 
thereby rid of its tumah-contamination. 
[Any utensil that breaks loses whatever 
tumah it may have acquired (see Keilim 
2:1).] Thus it may now be reintroduced to 
the Courtyard and washed as prescribed 
by the Torah (Rav; Rashi). 

Taken simply, this ruling presents 
difficulties. The Torah’s requirement to 
wash the bloodstained cloth implies that 
when it is washed it must still be 
considered the same article it was when it 
became stained (see Sfas Emes). Once it 
has been torn, however, the pieces that 
remain can no longer be considered the 
article they were when they were whole. 
[It is for this very reason that the tumah 
is removed from the pieces.) Thus the 
purpose of this procedure — to fulfill the 
Torah’s command to wash the cloth — 
would not be fulfilled. 4 

The Gemara (94b) concludes that one 
should not tear the article completely in 
two, but should make sure to leave it 
attached as much as the width of a 
kerchief."! Ripping it along most of its 
width or length is sufficient to strip it of 
its tumah, while allowing it to retain, to 
some extent, its previous standing as an 
article, due to the attached part.” 


1. This writer has not been able to ascertain how wide a kerchief is. Nor is it said what one 
does if the cloth is not wide enough to tear it along most of its width or length and yet leave 
the ‘width of a kerchief’ attached. Perhaps in such a case the procedure is the same as outlined 
in the Gemara (95a) for the me’il [one of the vestments of the Kohen Gadol, which may not be 
ripped; see Ex. 28:32]. It is introduced into the Courtyard only in segments of less than 3x3 
fingers [less than the minimum size to be considered a garment; see Keilim 27:2], each segment 
being washed in turn. 


2. Rashi adduces an analogy to this from the laws of earthenware vessels, regarding which 
the mishnah (Keilim 2:1) states that breaking them removes their tumah 1שְבִירְתֶם מְטַהַרְתֶם]‎ 
Nevertheless, the mishnah there states that the shards are susceptible to further tumah if they 
meet certain minimum criteria of size. 
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holy place. [If] it was contaminated [with tumah [ 


6 outside the curtains, he should puncture it, and [then] 
re-enter and break it in a holy place. 


6. ] Tf] the copper vessel was taken outside the curtains, 

he should re-enter [with it], and purge and rinse it 
in a holy place. [If] it was contaminated [with tumah] 
outside the curtains, he should breach it, re-enter, and 
purge and rinse it in a holy place. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


he should breach it, re-enter, and purge 
and rinse it in a holy place. 

A metal vessel is not rendered tahor 
with a small puncture [one the size of a 
small root] as is an earthenware vessel." 
Thus a larger hole must be made in it to 
remove its tumah. However, after re-en- 
tering the Courtyard, the metal must be 
hammered so that it covers the hole. This 


Gem. 96a). 


The Gemara does not specify how large 
the hole must be. The rule regarding the 
removal of tumah from metal vessels is as 
follows: As long as the utensil can be used 
after puncturing in a capacity similar to its 
previous one, it is still a utensil as before 
(Rambam, Hil. Keilim 11:2; see Mishnah, 
Keilim 14:1). Clearly, in order to remove its 


tumah, the metal vessel must have a hole 
which takes it out of the category of vessels. 
If the laws of earthenware vessels can be 
used as an analogy, this would be a hole at 
least big enough to let through an olive. A 
hole smaller than this renders earthenware 
vessels tahor but does not remove them from 
the category of vessels. 


is because the bigger hole necessary to 
remove the tumah of a metal vessel also 
removes it from the category of vessels, 
so that in its diminished state one can no 
longer fulfill the Torah’s obligation to 
purge and rinse the vessel [as explained 
in the previous mishnah] (Rav from 


2 


Mishnah 4 taught that a metal utensil in which chatas meat was cooked requires 
purging and rinsing. מְרִיקָה‎ [merikah], purging, is performed by subjecting the pot to 
boiling water, and its purpose is to remove the chatas flavor that has been absorbed 
by the pot in which it was cooked. It therefore shares many of the characteristics of 
myn, hagalah, the nearly identical procedure used to purge utensils that have 
become prohibited for use in cooking by their absorption of forbidden foodstuffs 
cooked in them. Merikah is distinguished from hagalah by certain stringencies 
attached to it, such as the requirements to use water as the purging agent (rather than 
another liquid), to purge the entire vessel even if only a part of it absorbed, and to 
follow the purging by rinsing the vessel in cold water. These and other distinctions 
will be discussed in the commentary. 

The following mishnah delineates which sacrifices and conditions subject a metal 
utensil to the requirement of וּשְטִיפָה‎ TPN, purging and rinsing, and how it is 
performed. 


1. Metal vessels revert to their former state of tumah when they are repaired (see Keilim 11:1). 
However, this is due to a Rabbinic ordinance, as related in Shabbos (16b), and thus does not 
pose a problem in this case of pots requiring purging in the Temple. 
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DID) נוקבו,‎ .wy2p?2 yin Navi בְּמְקום קדוש.‎ 
קדוש.‎ Dipaa וְשובָרו‎ 


זבחים 
וא/ו 


xew nym 793 01‏ חוץ לקְלְעִים, pia‏ 
IN‏ וְשוטְפו בַּמָקום קדוש. NOV}‏ 
yin‏ לְקְלָעִים, פּוחָתו, וְנִבְנְס, In‏ ושוטְפוּ 


WIT? בְּמקום‎ 


יד אברהם 


[The fact that the vessel was removed 
from the Courtyard does not obviate the 
obligation to break it in a holy place.] 


[If]it was contami-‏ — נַטְמָא yan‏ לְקְלָעִים, 
nated [with tumah] outside the curtains,‏ 

{Having become tamei, it cannot be 
returned to the Courtyard.] 


Dippa Maw) 0I9N jap — he‏ קדוש. 
should puncture it, and [then] re-enter‏ 
and break it in a holy place.‏ 

A small hole is made, the size of a 
small root [but not big enough to let an 
olive through]. Since the Torah requires 
breaking an earthenware vessel, it must 
still be classified as such when it is 
broken in the Courtyard. If a bigger hole 
were made, it would no longer be classi- 
fied a vessel, and the mitzvah to break 


yin x¥w myn 29 — [If] the‏ לְקְלָעִים, 
copper vessel was taken outside the‏ 
curtains,‏ 

A copper vessel in which chatas meat 
was cooked requires purging and rinsing, 
and this too must be done in a holy place, 
ie, the Courtyard, as explained above 
(mishnah 4, s.v. (ומריקה ושטיפה‎ In regard 
to this law there is no difference between 
copper vessels and those made of other 
metals (Rambam Comm.; see Maaseh 


the vessel in the Courtyard could not be 
fulfilled. A hole the size of a root is 
sufficient to rid the vessel of its tumah 
[since puncturing it is legally the same as 
breaking it], without completely remov- 
ing it from the category of vessel"! (Rav 
from Gem. 95a). 


The fact that the vessel is considered 
broken is no barrier to the requirement that it 
must still be considered a vessel. Actually, the 
vessel cannot, as is, be contaminated by 
tumah — it is no longer in the category of a 
vessel, However, if the owner would now 
designate it to’ hold solids, such as olives or 
pomegranates, it would again be classified as 
a vessel in regard to tumah (Keilim 3:1). 
Hence, it is potentially a vessel, and this is 
sufficient in regard to the requirement that 
one break earthenware vessels in which 
chatas meat has been cooked (Tos. 94b-95a). 


6. 


HaKorbanos 8:11). Sifra (to Lev. 6:21) 
derives this from Biblical exegesis. 


he‏ — נִכְנֶס, וּמוּרְקו וְשוטְפו בְּמְקום קדוש. 
should re-enter [with it], and purge and‏ 
rinse it in a holy place.‏ 

[The reason is the same as for the 
earthenware vessel of mishnah 5.] 


נְטְמָא חוץ לְקְלָעִים, פוחָתו, וְנְכְנְס ומורקו 
[If]it was contami-‏ — וְשוטפו בְּמְקום קדוש. 
nated [with tumah] outside the curtains,‏ 


1. Actually, an earthenware vessel is sometimes not rid of its tumah unless the hole is big 


enough to let an olive through (see Keilim 


3:2, Shabbos 95b). However, this is merely a 


Rabbinic stricture: on a Biblical level a hole the size of a small root suffices to remove the 
vessel’s tumah. Because of the mitzvah to break it in a holy place, the Rabbinic ordinance is 
disregarded (Tos. Yom Tov from Tos. 94b-95a, s.v. 8). 
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7% hether one cooked in it or poured hot [liquid] 


7 -" into it, whether [it was the meat of] the most 
holy offerings or [of] the offerings of lesser holiness — 
they require purging and rinsing. R’ Shimon says: 
Offerings of lesser holiness do not require purging and 


YAD AVRAHAM 


rinse the pot in which the meat has been 
cooked, apply to all most holy offerings 
(ie, the chatas and asham), but not to 
offerings of lesser holiness (see Gem. 
96b). 

R’ Shimon concurs, of course, with the 
first Tanna that offerings of lesser holi- 
ness are subject to all the laws which 
govern absorptions of foodstuffs into 
vessels. His argument is only that the 
special stringencies stated for the 
merikah of a pot used for chatas meat do 
not apply to offerings of lesser holiness. 
Thus their absorption will be rendered 
nossar after the time allotted for the 
offering’s consumption has passed, and 
that absorption will need to be purged 
through the method of mya, hagalah, 
to render the vessel usable. However, the 
special stringencies implicit in the obliga- 
tion to purge and rinse [ְמְרִיקָה וּשְטִיפֶה]‎ 5 


stated for chatas will not apply to them. 

The differences are as follows: For a 
chatas (or other most holy offering), 
merikah- purging must be done with hot 
water only בַמָּים)‎ ... p91, it shall be 
purged with water; Lev. 6:21), 
whereas other absorptions may be 
hagalah-purged with some other liquids 
as well!” Additionally, in the case of 
merikah for a chatas, the entire vessel 
must be purged even if only a part of it 
absorbed (e.g., hot liquid was poured on 
just a part of the vessel); whereas for 
other absorptions it is sufficient to purge 
just the affected part of the vessel.”! Also, 
in the case of merikah for a chatas it is 
necessary to rinse the vessel with cold 
water after it has been purged with hot 
water, whereas this is not required after 
hagalah for the removal of other absorp- 
tions (Rav from Gem. 96b).”! 


Torah attests that the absorption in the walls of an earthenware vessel is never [totally] 
removed. The resolution of this question goes beyond the scope of this work; the interested 
reader is directed to Even HaAzel and other commentators to Hil. Maaseh HaKorbanos 8:14, 
and Mikdash David 31:1. Rambam’s view in this matter is unique and is not followed by other 
Rishonim. 


1. Ramban (cited by Ran, Chullin ch. 8, in the Vilna edition of Rif, p. 87) asserts that not all 
liquids are effective for purging vessels of their absorptions (even for hagalah). The Gemara 
(here 96b) mentions wine as a liquid which can purge vessels, but no conclusion can be drawn 
as to which other liquids are valid for purging. Rama (Orach Chaim 552:5) rules that it is 
proper [ְלְכַתְּחִילֶה]‎ to use only [pure] water for purging (see Mishnah Berurah there). 


2. Tos. Yom Tov asserts that this differentiation applies only to a case in which a part of the 
vessel remained cold, so that the absorption surely did not spread throughout the vessel. Thus, 
the remainder of the vessel does not require purging except in the case of most holy offerings 
(according to R’ Shimon). But if the entire vessel was hot, even if the foodstuff touched only 
a part of it, the entire vessel needs purging in the case of all prohibited substances, not just 
most holy offerings. However, this matter is the subject of much controversy. Rama in Yoreh 
Deah 121:6 rules that only when the entire vessel was used must one make ,הַגְעָלָה‎ hagalah, on 
the entire vessel for general prohibitions; see Shach there and Orach Chaim 551:12 with comm. 


3. From this statement of the Gemara one can deduce that except in the case of offerings, one 
need not rinse vessels with cold water after purging them of their forbidden absorption. 
Nevertheless, the custom is to do so for all prohibitions (Tos. 96b, s.v. .(לא‎ Some find 
justification for the custom in the language of the Gemara which says that the chatas requires 
KOVN TD ww, an extra rinsing. They infer from this that the chatas requires a second rinsing, 
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in? בו וְאֶחָד שָעָרָה‎ Qwaw THIN [זז‎ 
THN) קָדָשִים‎ WI]? Ws on 


זבחים 
יא/ז 


OP? DWI?‏ — טְעוּנִין APT‏ וּשָטִיפָה. רַבִּי 
שמְעון אומָר: JPN mop DWI?‏ טעונִין מְרִיקָה 


יד אברהם 


Jon iin? שָבְּשָל בּו וְאֶחָד שָעָרָה‎ INK — 
Whether one cooked in it, or poured hot 
[liquid] into it, 

The Torah (Lev. 6:21) mentions cook- 
ing in context with the obligation to 
purge and rinse. However, the Gemara 
(95b) adduces Biblical exegesis to show 
that even when one merely pours hot 
liquid into a vessel it must be purged and 
rinsed (Rav)."! 


- mop קָדָשים‎ INN) DWI Wie אֶחָר‎ 
וּשְטִיפָה.‎ mI puyv — whether [it was 
the meat of] the most holy offerings or 
[of] the offerings of lesser holiness — 
they require purging and rinsing. 

The passage in the Torah (Lev. 6:21) 


which sets forth the requirement for 
purging and rinsing specifies the meat of 
the chatas. Nevertheless, the Gemara 
(96b) cites Biblical allusions which imply 
that the law is meant for all offerings 
(Rav).2! 


737 שמְעון DWI AIK‏ קלִים PX‏ טָעוּנִין 
TVW TI — R’ Shimon says: Offer-‏ 
ings of lesser holiness do not require‏ 
purging and rinsing.‏ 

The Torah (Lev. 6:22) justifies the 
stringencies set forth for the chatas with 
the words, קָרָשִים הווא‎ Wp, it is a most 
holy offering, thereby indicating accord- 
ing to R’ Shimon that the stringencies, 
specifically the obligation to purge and 


1. Tosafos (95b, s.v. (עירה‎ discuss at great length whether this exegesis establishes the rule that 
pouring hot liquid (e.g. broth) onto something is to be considered a minimal sort of cooking, 
or whether the Torah merely necessitates purging and rinsing despite the absence of a legally 
defined cooking; ie., although no cooking has taken place according to the guidelines 
established by the Torah in regard to other laws involving cooking, the Torah nevertheless 
decreed purging and rinsing because some absorption has taken place. 

This question has many ramifications, one of them being in regard to the laws of the 
Sabbath. The general rule is that hot liquid which has been poured into a second vessel (one 
which is not over a fire) cannot cook; מְבַשָל‎ IK בְּלִי שָנִי‎ lit. a second vessel does not cook. 
However, if pouring hot liquid from a ‘first’ vessel (i.e., the pot in which the liquid is heated) 
is considered cooking, then it is forbidden to pour hot liquid on raw foodstuffs on the Sabbath 
since this ‘cooks’ them to a certain extent (see Shabbos 42b, Tos. there s.v. (אבל‎ 


2. Since the mishnah states this rule only in connection with the requirement to purge and 
rinse metal pots, Rambam (Comm.) infers that offerings of lesser holiness are equated with 
the chatas only in regard to purging and rinsing metal pots, but not in regard to the 
requirement to break earthenware vessels in which chatas meat has been cooked. In his view 
this latter requirement is applied exclusively to chatas and does not apply even to other most 
holy offerings (see also his Comm. to mishnah 5 and our comm. there, s.v. חומר‎ 71). In his Code 
(Hil. Maaseh HaKorbanos 8:14), Rambam rules that except in the case of chatas meat, one 
purges and rinses even earthenware vessels after using them to cook offering meat, and one 
may use them in this manner repeatedly. Clearly, Rambam'’s view is that since the Torah 
extends the requirement to purge and rinse to all vessels (not only copper), it should apply to 
earthenware as well. However, in the case of the chatas, the requirement to break the vessel 
obviates the obligation to purge and rinse it. Since the requirement to break the vessel does not 
apply to offerings other than the chatas (in Rambam’s view), it follows that earthenware too 
must be purged and rinsed when used for other offerings. 

This does not explain, however, how one may cook a second time in an earthenware vessel 
which, as is well known, cannot be purged properly, and thus continues to release some of its 
previous absorption with every additional cooking. As the Gemara (Pesachim 30b) states: The 
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rinsing. R’ Tarfon says: If one cooked in it from the 


7 beginning of the festival, he may [continue to] cook in it 
for the entire festival. But the Sages say: With the 
conclusion of the period of eating [comes the require- 
ment of] purging and rinsing. Purging [is] as one purges 


YAD AVRAHAM 


reabsorbed into the vessel and forbidding it a 
second time! However, in the case of chatas 
meat this cannot be done, since if one waits 
to the next day before making hagalah, the 
chatas absorption is rendered nossar and the 
vessel needs purging and rinsing. Tosafos 
(96a, s.v. (ואם‎ suggest two solutions: (a) A 
secondary absorption [oyy נותֶן‎ 7a Dyy נותֶן‎ 
lit., a taste derived from a taste, ie., the 
purging liquid’s absorption of the taste ab- 
sorbed in the walls of the pot] is judged more 
leniently if it is still a permitted substance at 
the time of its second absorption. This 
enables the purged absorption to become 
nullified in the purging water even though 
the latter is not sixty times as great as the 
possible absorption (see Chullin 111b). Since 
the chatas absorption is not yet nossar when 
it is drawn into the shelamim which is 
cooked later the same day, it is nullified. (b) 
When two like substances are mixed, the 
lesser substance is nullified by a simple 
majority of the larger substance [17a מִין‎ 
ana val, and the larger substance need not 
be sixty-fold as large in order to nullify.”! 
Although on a Rabbinic level a sixty-fold 
majority is still necessary, this ordinance is 


suspended in regard to offerings |in accor- 
dance with the well-known rule: maw Px 
wpa, Rabbinic ordinances do not [gener- 
ally] apply in the Temple]. Since the chatas 
pot is used to cook shelamim meat later that 
day, the absorption (chatas meat) is being 
nullified in a larger amount of a like kind 
(shelamim meat). 
mI AIK Tor Ty so MK OT) 
וּשְטִיפָה.‎ — But the Sages say: With the 
conclusion of the period of eating [comes 
the requirement of] purging and rinsing. 

[One may cook in the pot only till the 
end of the period allotted by the Torah 
for eating the offering which was cooked 
in it. At the conclusion of this period the 
vessel must be purged and rinsed before 
it is used again, even if shelamim has 
been cocked in it in the interim. The 
Sages do not accept the concept that the 
interim cooking of shelamim serves in 
lieu of hagalah, the purging necessary to 
remove the absorption.] 

Ravad in his commentary to Sifra 
(Lev. 6:21) explains that in principle the 


1. In order for הַגְעָלֶה‎ (hagalah], purging with boiling water, to be effective, it must be done in 
such a way that when the absorption is removed it does not re-enter the walls of the pot and 
prohibit it a second time. Since there is no practical way to prevent reabsorption from taking 
place, the purging must be done in a way that causes the absorption to be nullified [Dya] in the 
liquid into which it is drawn; in this manner, it ceases to be a prohibited substance before 
being reabsorbed. This can occur in one of two ways: (a) If the volume of the water used in the 
purging is sixty times as great as the volume of the vessel’s walls, whatever might possibly 
have been absorbed in the walls is surely nullified by the liquid which is sixty times as great 
בְּטוּל בְּשְשִים]‎ nullification is sixty-fold]. (b) Alternatively, if the pot is held over to the next 
day before being purged, its absorption ‘spoils’ and can no longer impart a pleasant taste to the 
liquid into which it is drawn [0359 טָעֶם‎ ynia]. Thus, when it emerges into the purging water 
it is nullified. [A flavor can prohibit a substance into which it is absorbed only if it imparts a 
proper taste. The partially spoiled taste of the day-old absorption ב יומו)‎ 12°) is not considered 
a proper taste in this regard.] 

The first method can usually be ruled out for practical consideration since it is unusual for 
an ordinary vessel to contain a volume which is sixty-fold as great as that of it walls (see 
Shach, Yoreh Deah 93:1). Therefore, the general procedure for hagalah is to wait twenty-four 
hours before purging the vessel in boiling water. 


2. This is the view accepted as halachah. However, the view of R’ Yehudah is that like’ 


substances never nullify each other (see mishnah 8:6). 
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The Gemara omits an obvious stringency 
which is stated in regard to chatas — that its 
purging and rinsing must be done in the 
Temple Courtyard (see above mishnah 6). 
Perhaps the Gemara does not mention this 
since it stands to reason that even the first 
Tanna, who equates offerings of lesser holi- 
ness with the chatas, nevertheless does not 
require that purging and rinsing take place in 
the Courtyard. Since these offerings may be 
eaten throughout Jerusalem, it is logical to 
assume that the vessels need not be brought 
into the Courtyard for merikah. [Keren Orah 
adduces a Tosefta (Korbanos 10:6) which, in 
his view, states clearly that the purging and 
rinsing can be done wherever the offering 
may be eaten, but his interpretation of the 
Tosefta is not conclusive.] 

Mikdash David (31:3, p. 172) raises an- 
other point: Purging and rinsing in regard to 
chatas is a mitzvah, and it is obligatory even 
if one does not intend to re-use the vessel. In 
regard to other absorptions, however, one is 
not categorically obligated to purge the 
vessel; one must do so only if he wishes to use 
the vessel for other foods. 


729 טרְפון אומַר: non ta Swa px‏ הָרְגָּל, 
R’ Tarfon says: If‏ — יִבַשָל בו nx‏ 53 5337 
one cooked in it from the beginning of the‏ 
festival, he may [continue to] cook in it‏ 
for the entire festival.‏ 

Le., he may continue to cook in the pot 
without benefit of purging and rinsing 
until the end of the festival. 

A pot in which the meat of an offering 
has been cooked need not be purged until 
its absorption has been rendered nossar. 
Now during the festival, shelamim of- 
ferings are plentiful, so that it can be 
assumed that the pots are used to cook 
shelamim meat every day. Since purging 
absorptions (from a vessel) is accom- 
plished by boiling liquids in it, it can be 
said that each successive act of cooking 


purges the previous absorption. More- 
over, a shelamim slaughtered on the 
second day of the festival may be cooked 
in an unpurged pot used the first day for 
a previous shelamim, since shelamim 
meat does not become nossar until two 
days have passed (mishnah 5). In doing 
so, the first day’s absorption is removed 
before it can become nossar. When the 
third day’s shelamim is cooked in this 
pot, it removes the second day’s absorp- 
tion before it can become nossar; and so 
on through the festival. As the Gemara 
(97a) expresses.this: כָּל יום נַעָשָה גיעוּל‎ 
לְחַבָרו‎ each day's [cooking] serves as a 
purging for the previous day’s [absorp- 
tion]. Because of this the special stringen- 
cies of purging and rinsing never take 
effect (Rav; Rashi). 

Even if chatas meat (which becomes 
nossar on the morning. following its 
slaughter) was cooked in the pot, care is 
taken to cook shelamim meat in it later 
that same day, so that the chatas absorp- 
tion will be purged before it is rendered 
nossar (Rashi 9a, s.v. ,בעשה גיעול‎ cited by 
Tos. Yom Tov). {It is fundamental to the 
explanation presented here that the re- 
moval of the previous absorption 
(through cooking shelamim meat) take 
place before the absorption is rendered 
nossar. Once nossar becomes a factor, 
the Biblical obligation to purge and rinse 
takes effect, with all the attendant strin- 
gencies of merikah, Furthermore, it 
would be forbidden to cook the next 
day's shelamim in the pot because of the 
forbidden absorption in it.] 

Generally speaking, in order for hagalah- 
purging to be effective one must wait for the 
day after absorption has taken place before 
purging the vessel. This is to prevent the 
purged absorption from being immediately 


in addition to the rinsing which should follow any hagalah (see Rosh to Avodah Zarah 5:36, 
p. 179 and others). The custom is recorded in Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 552:6. 
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a cup, and rinsing [is] as one rinses a cup; purging (is 


7 done with hot water) and rinsing is with cold water. The 
spit and the grill are purged in hot water. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


{DIDI ND ww AD ww כִּמְרִיקת הַכּוּס,‎ TPN 
— Purging [is] as one purges a cup, and 
rinsing [is] as one rinses a cup; 

The term ,מָרִיקָה‎ purging, refers to 
cleansing the interior of the pot, as one 
purges a cup, ie., the cup for the wine 
over which bircas hamazon is pro- 
nounced. The Gemara (Berachos 51a) 
cites a baraisa which states that the cup 
used for bircas hamazon needs to be 
‘wiped on the inside and rinsed on the 
outside’ (Rashi). 

Alternatively, מַרִיקָה‎ refers to carefully 
cleansing the pot to remove any food 
residue which adheres to it [this requires 
scrubbing the pot by hand]. m5°vw is the 
additional cleansing which is accom- 
plished by pouring water on the pot 
without scrubbing it by hand )1.6., rins- 
ing). The mishnah’s statement, as one 
purgs a cup, means that one need not 
scour until every stain is removed (Ram- 
bam Comm.; see ed. Kafich). 

Ravad (quoted by Ran to Pesachim 
30b, s.v. ,מדיחן‎ and to Avodah Zarah 
75b, as cited by Meleches Shlomo here) 
explains that the cup referred to here is a 
cup in which a cold forbidden substance 
had been placed. In order to use it, it must 
be thoroughly cleansed and then rinsed. 
[Since it was used only for a cold 
forbidden substance, it need not be 
purged in hot water, since it has not 


absorbed anything. ] 


ARM) — purging‏ (בְּחַמִּין) TDW)‏ בְּצונֶן. 
(is done with hot water) and rinsing is‏ 
with cold [water].‏ 

According to the version printed here, 


purging, is done with hot water‏ ,מָרִיקָה 
and is the same as hagalah; thus the‏ 
mishnah follows the view of the Sages.‏ 
However, as noted above, the version of‏ 
the mishnah found in the Gemara does‏ 
in hot water.‏ בְּחַמִין not have the word‏ 
Similarly, Rashi (Avodah 207011 768, s.v.‏ 
and Tosafos (here 97a, s.v.‏ (א"ל אביי 
did not have it in their versions,‏ (השפוד 
nor is it found in old printed and‏ 
manuscript editions of the Mishnah (see‏ 
Shinuyei Nuschaos, Dikdukei Soferim‏ 
and the Mishnah text in R’ Y. Kafich’s‏ 
ed. of Rambam’s Comm.)."! Thus the old‏ 
[both]‏ .מָרִיקָה וּשְטִיפָה בְּצונָן text read,‏ 
purging and rinsing are done with cold‏ 
[water], and reflects Rabbi’s view. Rav‏ 
and Rashi’s commentary cited above,‏ 
that purging refers to cleansing the inside‏ 
and rinsing to the outside, is clearly based‏ 
on a version of the text in which the‏ 
mishnah followed Rabbi’s view; thus, it‏ 
became necessary to differentiate be-‏ 
tween purging and rinsing in terms of‏ 
inside and outside. In the view of the‏ 
Sages the difference is obvious; purging‏ 
is done with boiling water, while rinsing‏ 
is done by pouring cold water over [both‏ 
the inside and the outside of] the pot‏ 
(Tos. Yom Tov; see Keren Orah).‏ 


Tos. Yom Tov assumes that Rambam’s text 
had בְּחַמִּין‎ AP” as in our versions, since 
Rambam states in his Comm.: וְאָמְרוּ מָרִיקָה‎ 
yya בְּחַמִין שְטִיפָה‎ And they said that 
purging is with hot water and rinsing with 
60184.1 However, since Rambam in his 
Comm. implies that the mp7, purging, 
involves scrubbing by hand (as noted above, 
s.v, ,(מריקה כמריקת הכוס‎ this obviously can- 


1. R’ Nossan N. Rabinowitz (Dikdukei Soferim) asserts that the first time that the word pana 
is found in the Mishnah is in the 5306 Venice edition. But this is unlikely, since Kesef Mishneh 
(Maaseh HaKorbanos 8:12) already had this version. 


2. Tos. Yom Tov's assumption that Rambam’s mishnah text had the word בְּחַמִּין‎ and that the 
mishnah reflects the Sages’ view, needs examination. The mishnah text in R’ Y. Kafich’s 
edition (which is assumed to be written by Rambam himself) deletes prama. Although R’ Y. 
Kafich assumes that Rambam subsequently found the reading an and incorporated it as the 
correct text, this seems unlikely. Had this been so Rambam would have said clearly that our 
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Sages concur that hagalah performed 
before the prohibition of nossar sets in is 
effective in voiding the potential obliga- 
tion to purge and rinse. Nevertheless, 
they do not view interim cookings of 
shelaraim as sufficient for hagalah in 
this regard. This is due to their concern 
that the subsequent cookings may not fill 
the pot to the level that earlier cookings 
had, so that parts of the pot will remain 
without hagalah and subject to the 
obligation of purging and rinsing. Alter- 
natively, they feared that dispensing 
with purging and rinsing on the festival 
might lead to a relaxation of the obser- 
vance of the rule of purging and rinsing 
at other times. 

The above interpretation follows the ex- 
planation of Rashi and Tosafos and is predi- 
cated on the assumption that purging and 
rinsing is necessary only after the absorption 
has become nossar. Rambam (Comm.) has a 


different explanation of the mishnah. He 
assumes that purging and rinsing must be 
done before the absorption becomes nossar 
[probably because one should not even allow 
the absorption to become nossar; once purg- 
ing and rinsing have been done the absorp- 
tion is deemed to have been destroyed]. 
Furthermore, one is supposed to purge and 
rinse as soon as he finishes the meal [as a 
safeguard against forgetfulness]. Based on 
this, Rambam explains the dispute in our 
mishnah as follows: R’ Tarfon states that on 
the festival one need not purge and rinse 
between each cooking. Rather, because of the 
shortage of time on festivals, one may 
continue to cook in the vessel and purge and 
rinse at the end of each day. The Sages 
disagree with this leniency and rule that even 
during the festival purging and rinsing 
should be done immediately after the meal. 
Curiously, Rav, who follows Rashi’s view 
in explaining R’ Tarfon, seems to incorporate 
elements of Rambam’s explanation in ex- 
plaining the Sages (see Tos. Yom Tov). 


>95 m2", merikah - A Dissenting View 


The mishnah will now describe the procedure for .מְרִיקָה וּשֶטִיפָה‎ Throughout this 
chapter, merikah has been translated as purging (in hot water). Although the mishnah 
will cite only one interpretation, there is actually a dispute how merikah is to be 
accomplished. The Gemara (97a) reports that the Tanna Rabbi and the Sages disagree 
on this point. The Sages’ view is that the merikah required in Lev. 6:21 refers to hot 
[i.e., boiling] water and is in their view analogous in most respects with hagalah (Rav), 
as noted in the preface to this mishnah. Rabbi, however, holds that both מְרִיקָה‎ 
[merikah], purging, and ,שְטִיפָה‎ rinsing, are done with cold water. [In his view, 
merikah might more properly be translated scrubbing.] Of course even in the view of 
Rabbi, hagalah is necessary in order for the pot to be used again, since without 
hagalah in boiling water the pot’s absorption cannot be removed. However, Rabbi 
does not consider this part of the Torah’s purging and rinsing procedure. 

The halachah is in accord with the view of the Sages (Rav; see Rambam, Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 8:18), and it is this view that has been followed throughout the 
commentary to this chapter. However, all the commentators (except possibly 
Rambam; see below) understood the anonymous Tanna of our mishnah to have 
followed the view of Rabbi. [Accordingly, the following ruling of the mishnah is not 
in accord with the halachah.] This understanding is based on the text of the mishnah 
found in the Gemara and old manuscripts of the Mishnah. Our commentary will 
follow this approach, notwithstanding the variant reading found in the standard 
Mishnah editions in use today (Vilna edition). The alternate version will be noted 
below, as well as Rambam’s interpretation. 
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8. [Ta one cooked in it sacred and non-sacred [meat], 


8 or [the meat of] most holy offerings and [of] offerings of 
lesser holiness — if there is enough of them to impart 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Rambam (Comm.) states that it derives 
from... °w5)72yI) (Lev. 26:30), which is 
translated: My soul will detest . . . הַגְעָלָה‎ 
(hagalah], therefore, is the method 


whereby detestable deposits are removed 


— by boiling the pot in water. Rashi (to 
Lev. 26:11, Avodah Zarah 76a) asserts 
that this word conveys the concept of 
spewing out (cf. Radak, Shorashim s.v. 
(געל‎ 


8. 


Whenever one cooks two foods together, each absorbs some flavor from the other 
and each therefore becomes subject to the halachic stringencies of the other. 
Accordingly, when one cooks meat from an offering together with chullin 
(non-sacred) meat, the chullin becomes subject to the stringencies of the sacred meat. 
Similarly, cooking the meat of different offerings together causes the stringencies of 
each offering to apply to the entire mixture. This has the effect of curtailing the 
consumption of the offering with the lesser stringencies. This principle is stated in the 
Torah in reference to the meat of chatas offerings (Lev. 6:20): בַּבְשָרָה‎ yay NWN כל‎ 
,יקש‎ Whatever touches its meat will be sanctified. This is understood to mean that 
any foodstuff which absorbs taste from the meat of a chatas offering assumes the 
stringencies of the chatas meat (see Rashi). For this reason one may not cook or mix 
together the meat of two offerings whose sanctity levels differ, since as mishnah 8:3 
states: One may not expose offerings to an area of disqualification )1.6., by subjecting 
them to stringencies greater than their own). 

The following mishnah deals with a case in which the meats of different offerings 
were cooked together, and it clarifies under which conditions and to what extent the 
meat with the lesser sanctity is restricted by the laws of a more sacred offering. 


Pon) Dw? בו‎ Wa — [If] one cooked in 
it sacred and non-sacred [meat], 

]16 he cooked in one pot the meat of 
an offering together with ordinary, non- 
sacred meat (chullin). Although it is 
permissible to eat sacred and non-sacred 
meat together (see Rambam, Maaseh 
Korbanos 10:10-11), if one cooks them 
together the chullin meat becomes sub- 
ject to the restrictions of the offering 
meat.] 


- קָרָשִים וְקְרָשִים קְלִים‎ Wiz או‎ — or [the 

meat of] most holy offerings and [of] 
offerings of lesser holiness — 

[Thereby making the offerings of 


lesser holiness potentially subject to the 
stringencies of the most holy offerings 
(see below).] 


if there is enough‏ — אם יָש 7712 בְּנוּתָן טָעַם, 
of them to impart flavor,‏ 

]16., there is a large enough proportion 
of meat with the more stringent regula- 
tions to impart its taste to the meat 
subject to the less stringent laws. Where 
the two meats have different tastes this 
can be ascertained by simply tasting the 
pieces."! Where they are both from the 
same kind of animal and therefore have 
the same taste, the lesser substance is 
deemed to be sufficient to impart taste if 


1. However, it is not entirely clear whether different kinds of (kosher) meat should be 
considered 137 ,מִין בְּשְאִינו‎ a mixture of unlike substances. This is the subject of a doubt in Pri 
Megadim, Sifsei Daas 98:1; see Aruch HaShulchan, Yoreh Deah 98:48. 
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Sowa [ח]‎ omar 
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not refer to boiling hot water (of the type 
necessary for hagalah), but probably means 
warm water [which is sufficient for remov- 
ing any residue sticking to the insides of the 
pot]. This is possible only according to 
Rambam’s view that the Torah does not 
require hagalah to purge a pot used for 
cooking offering meat of its absorption [see 
above, footnote to s.v. [אחד קדשי קדשים‎ 
(Chazon Ish, Kodashim Kamma 37:8, p. 174, 
Mikdash David 31:1). This is a unique view. 
According to the view of Rashi and Tosafos 
and others, the material absorbed by the pot 
from sacrificial meat must be removed before 
the pot may be re-used, just as the absorption 
from any prohibited substance must be 
purged in hot water before the pot may again 
be used. In their understanding of the Sages’ 
view, purging is analogous to hagalah, and 
means purging the pot of its absorption, as 
has been explained above. For this one must 
cook water in the pot to its boiling point (see 
Orach Chaim 552:1).[Of course the pot has to 
be scrubbed and cleansed scrupulously in 
preparation for hagalah even according to 
this view (see Orach Chaim 559:3).] 


pana וְהָאַסְבְּלָה מִגְעִילֶן‎ awn — The spit 
and the grill are purged in hot water. 
The procedure for purging a spit or 
grill upon which offering meat was 
broiled or roasted is to put these utensils 
into boiling water while the water is over 
the fire (hagalah] (Rambam Comm). 
The point of the mishnah is that 


hagalah suffices even for a spit or grill. 
The general rule is that in order to purge 
utensils on which forbidden food has 
been broiled one must hold them in the 
fire until they are red hot. This is known 
as pa, fire-purging (Avodah Zarah 
5:12). Since these utensils absorb directly 
from the food and not through the 
medium of a liquid, purging with boiling 
water is not corsidered sufficient to 
remove all the absorption (see Avodah 
Zarah 76a). Thus, the mishnah in 
Avodah Zarah (5:12) rules that a spit and 
grill purchased from a non-Jew must be 
purged in fire in order to be rendered 
permissible. However, the spits and grills 
used to prepare offerings need not be 
subjected to fire-purging; rather, hagalah 
is sufficient for them. The Gemara 
(Avodah Zarah 76a) notes this dis- 
crepancy and explains that there is a 
leniency in the case of a substance that 
was permissible at the time it was ab- 
sorbed [הֶתִּירָא בָּלַע]‎ and became prohib- 
ited only afterward. This is the case with 
broiled offering meat, in which the 
material absorbed in the walls of the pot 
is permissible at the time the meat is 
broiled and does not become forbidden as 
nossar until the next morning.” 
Various derivations are suggested by 
the commentators for the term הַגְעָלָה‎ 


texts are corrupted and given his reasons for changing the text which he himself had before 
him at some point. The converse seems to be true. Rambam also accepted that the correct text 
of the mishnah does not incorporate the word pan and reflects the view of Rabbi. Therefore, 
he informs the students of his Comm. that the (halachically accepted) view of the Sages differs 
from the mishnah in this regard. There are nuances in Rambam’s language which imply that 
this is indeed so (see Rashash). 


1. It was explained above that in Rambam’s view pots used for offering meat do not require 
hagalah apa:t from merikah (see s.v. (מריקה כמריקת הכוס‎ According to Rambam, therefore, the 
mishnah (according to Rabbi) is pointing out a stringency. In contrast to pots used to cook 
offerings, which need only be washed thoroughly with warm water and then rinsed in cold 
water, spits and grills require hagalah as well to rid them of their absorptions. The vav of 
וְהַשָפוּד‎ should be rendered, but the spit... Le., for pots used in cooking, purging and rinsing 
suffices, but for spits and grills hagalah is necessary. Mikdash David (31:1, p. 170) explains 
that broiling differs from cooking because in the former the absorption is unadulterated 
offering material, whereas with cooking there is an admixture of liquid. 
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flavor, the less stringent ones must be eaten in the 


8 manner of the more stringent ones; and they do not 
require purging and rinsing, nor do they disqualify by 


contact. 


[If] a wafer comes in contact with [another] wafer, or 
a slice [of meat] with [another] slice — neither the entire 
wafer nor the entire slice is forbidden; only the place 


which has absorbed is [rendered] forbidden. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


more stringent meat. [In this case the 
absorption from the more stringent of- 
fering is nullified, so that its strictures 
need not be observed.] 

As noted above, the mishnah here follows 
the view of R’ Shimon that offerings of 
lesser holiness do not necessitate purging and 
rinsing (Gem. 97a). According to the view of 
the Sages, the pot would require purging and 
rinsing after the time permitted for eating 
the less holy offering (ibid., Rashi). 


BPN) — nor do they disqual-‏ פוסֶלין בְּמַגָּע. 
ify by contact.‏ 

The Torah states in regard to the 
chatas offering (Lev. 6:20): כל אֶשָריגָּע‎ 
wip? mM Wwaa, whatever touches its meat 
will be sanctified. From this we learn 
that if a piece of chatas meat (or meat of 
any other offering; Gem. 97b) comes in 
contact with other food — in such a 
manner that it imparts taste to the latter 
food — it imparts its stringencies to that 
food as well. Thus if the chatas meat was 
disqualified, the food may not be eaten; 
and if the chatas meat was still valid, the 
food is subject to all of the stringencies of 
chatas meat (see Rashi there). 

According to the emended text, there- 
fore, the mishnah teaches that if one of 
the pieces of meat was disqualified, and it 
made up a large enough percentage of 
the cooked mixture to impart its flavor to 
the other pieces, it not only imparts its 
disqualification to the second piece, but 
that newly disqualified piece can in turn 
disqualify [other pieces] by contact. 


However, if the amount of the disquali- 
fied offering was too small to impart 
taste to the pieces with which it was 
cooked, those pieces are not disqualified. 
Hence they will not in turn disqualify by 
contact any other food (Rashi to Gem. 
97a, s.v. "(ואין פוסלין‎ 

PIA yaw pp — [If] a wafer comes in 
contact with [another] wafer, 

Le., a disqualified wafer of a minchah- 
offering comes in contact with a valid 
wafer (Rav; Rashi). [Minchah- offerings 
are baked in various ways, one of which 
is called a ,רְקִיק‎ wafer (Lev. 2:4).] 


- נַחָתִיכָה בַחָתִיבָה‎ — or a slice [of meat] 
with [another] slice — 

[Le., a slice of disqualified meat touches 
a slice of valid meat; or a slice of valid 
most holy offering meat touches a slice of 
less holy meat.] 


- לא 9D‏ הָרָקיק וְלא 99 הַחָתִיכות אַסוּרִין; 
neither the entire wafer nor the entire‏ 
slice is forbidden;‏ 

(The absorbed matter does not spread 
through the entire wafer or the entire 
slice. ] 


Y2aW אֶלָא מָקום‎ WOK אִינו‎ — only the 
place which has absorbed is [rendered] 
forbidden. 

Only the point which comes in contact 
with the disqualified offering (or most 
holy offering) absorbs of it and only this 
spot becomes prohibited. The absorption 
(and therefore the prohibition) is consid- 
ered to extend the thickness of a finger 


1. Generally speaking, the principle that a prohibited substance imparts absorption by contact 
applies only to substances whose prohibition is intrinsic, e.g., a neveilah or piggul offering. A 
permitted substance which has been prohibited by its absorption of a forbidden substance 
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PRYY TX PWD. p24) טעם, הָרִי הקלים‎ 
פוסְלִין בְּמַגָּע.‎ OPN) AP OW מְרִיקָה‎ 


זבחים 
יא/ח 


APN) ID yaw Pe}‏ בַּחָתִיכָה - לא 
כל PW‏ וְלא כָּל הַחָתִיכות אַסוּרין; PK‏ אָסוּר 


y2aw Dip אֶלָא‎ 


יד אברהם 


it comprises at least one sixtieth of the 
entire contents of the pot"! (see Chullin 
97b).] 


the less‏ — הָרִי we‏ נָאָכְלִין כַּחָמוּרִין; 
stringent ones must be eaten in the‏ 
manner of the more stringent ones;‏ 

The meat of the offerings of lesser 
holiness (or the chullin meat) becomes 
subject to the greater stringencies of the 
most holy offerings. Therefore, they 
must be eaten inside the Courtyard 
within a day and a night [even if they are 
shelamim] (Rav; Rashi). 

[Because the meat of the most holy 
offering imparts its flavor to the meat of 
the less holy offering, the absorption 
from the former is not nullified, and it 
remains subject to all its stringencies. 
Consequently, all the meat must be 
treated with these stringencies.] 


PAYY IX) — and they do‏ מְרִיקָה וּשְטִיפָה, 
not require purging and rinsing,‏ 

This phrase would seem to refer to the 
offerings of lesser holiness that were 
cooked with the most holy offerings. The 
Gemara (97a), however, notes an obvious 
difficulty with this. If an absorbed flavor 
retains all its previous strictures, why 
should the obligation to purge and rinse 
not apply as well? 

The Gemara concludes that there is a 
line missing from the mishnah and that 


the full text should read: הַקֶלִים נָאָכָלִין‎ 7 


כַּחַמוּרִין, PAyyr‏ מְרִיקָה וּשְטִיפָה, וּפוסְלִין 
the less stringent offerings must‏ בְּמַגָע, 
be eaten in the manner of the more‏ 
stringent ones, and they require purging‏ 
and rinsing, and they disqualify by‏ 
TS‏ בָּהַן בְּנותן טַעַם, contact, Wop PR‏ 
ָאָכָלִין ַּחַמוּרִין, TPS)‏ טעוּנין מְרִיקָה וּשטִיפָה 
[if] there is not enough of them to‏ »._ 
impart flavor, the less stringent ones‏ 
need not be eaten in the manner of the‏ 
more stringent ones, and they do not‏ 

require purging and rinsing ... (Rav). 

According to this reconstructed text, 
the mishnah requires purging and rins- 
ing for a pot in which most holy 
offerings have been cooked together 
with less holy ones. This mishnah fol- 
lows the view of R’ Shimon (mishnah 7) 
that offerings of lesser holiness do not 
themselves need purging and rinsing. 
Nevertheless, if the flavor from the most 
holy offering is not nullified, the pot does 
require purging and rinsing because of its 
absorption from that offering (Gem. 
97a). (The clause, and they disqualify by 
contact, will be explained below.] 

If the percentage of meat subject to 
stricter regulations is not sufficient to 
impart taste, ie., the content of the pot is 
at least sixty times as great as the meat of 
the most holy offering, then the less 
stringent meat need not be eaten as the 


1. A ratio of sixty to one is deemed sufficient to nullify any possible taste of the minority 
component. This is the rule for 13279 בְּשְאִינו‎ TP, mixtures of unlike substances. The rule for מין‎ 
wna, mixtures of like substances, is that it becomes nullified on a Biblical level if the permitted 
content is the majority, even if it lacks a ratio of sixty to one. This is because the taste of the 


minority component is in any case camou 


flaged by the identical taste of the majority 


component. [This is the halachically accepted view of the Sages; R’ Yehudah, however, 
disputes this, as stated in mishnah 8:6.] Nevertheless, as a safeguard against confusion, the 
Rabbis decreed that the sixty to one ratio be applied to like substances as well. See Yad 
Avraham comm. to Avodah Zarah 5:8 for further discussion of these rules. 
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12 1. tevul yom and one who lacks atonement do not 
1 _ ~~ {claim a] share in the offerings to eat that night. 


YAD AVRAHAM 

actually any Kohen may eat it. Furthermore, almost all Kohanim are entitled to receive 
a share of the Kohanim’s portion. For purposes of administration, Moshe divided the 
Kohanim into eight groups or niwpwn, mishmaros [lit watches]. The prophet 
Samuel expanded this to twenty-four mishmaros (Taanis 27a). Each mishmar was 
obliged to serve in the Temple for a week at a time according to a prearranged rotation 
(see ] Divrei Hayamim 24:7-19; and Taanis 27a,b). The validity of such administrative 
arrangements is implied by the Torah when it states (Deut. 18:8): 127 1928" חַלֶק כְּחַלֶק‎ 
,מִמִכָּרִיו עלהָאָבוּת‎ Share by share they shall eat, except for that which the ancestors 
have exchanged. 

Each mishmar was further subdivided into אָבות‎ "M3, families, each of which served 
for one day in its mishmar. Thus, a Kohen had a claim to be allotted his part of the 
Kohanim’s portion only on the day assigned to his family (see Rambam, Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 10:14 with Lechem Mishneh). 

The following mishnah will define which Kohanim (in the assigned family) have a 
claim to the portions, and which do not, their fitness to eat notwithstanding. It should 
be pointed out that the mishnah’s discussion deals only with a claim to a share; any 
Kohen who is tahor, however, is permitted to eat of the offerings if he is given a piece 
by another Kohen. 


A tevul yom [lit., one who has‏ — טבוּל יום 
immersed today [‏ 

A Kohen who has been contaminated 
by tumah immersed himself in a mikveh, 
and night has not yet fallen to complete 
his taharah (Rav). 

[A person who has been contaminated 
by tumah is not rendered totally purified 
merely by immersing himself in a 
mikveh. He must wait for nightfall to be 
considered tahor for eating offerings, or 
if he is a Kohen, for eating terumah 
(Berachos 1:1) and performing the Tem- 
ple service (see Negaim 14:3, Yevamos 
74b; comm. above to 2:1, s.v. [(טבול יום‎ 


and one who lacks‏ — וּמְחֶסָר כְּפוּרִים 
atonement‏ 

There are certain classes of tumah for 
which even the nightfall after immersion 
in a mikveh does not suffice to eradicate 


all vestiges of tumah. These are the 
categories of tumah which require a 
person to offer sacrifices at the conclu- 
sion of the purification process. In such 
cases, nightfall renders the person fit 
only for terumah, but not for eating the 
meat of offerings or doing the avodah. 

The two categories of tumah requiring 
such sacrifices that can affect a (male) 
Kohen are zav"! and metzora®! (Rav). 
Thus, a Kohen purifying himself from 
these conditions who has not yet brought 
his offerings is forbidden from doing the 
avodah or eating from the meat of 
offerings because his lack of atonement 
allows vestiges of his previous tumah to 
linger on. 


Rav also mentions a woman who has 
given birth [יולְָדֶת]‎ as one who lacks atone- 
ment. While it is true that she is considered 


1. A zav is a man who has had three emissions, differing slightly from seminal emissions in 
color and texture and in the manner of the experience (see Niddah 35b; Rambam, Mechusrei 
Kaparah 2:1-2). In order to render him a zav and make him liable to the 200 5 offering, these 
three emissions must occur either all on one day, on two successive days, or one on each of 
three consecutive days. Once a person has become a zav, he must pass through seven 
consecutive days without emissions, undergo the purifying process detailed in Lev. 15:13 
(which includes immersing in a mikveh), and then offer a bird chatas and bird olah (Lev. 
15:14). 


2. The various manifestations of skin discolorations and conditions known as tzaraas 
(commonly, but erroneously, translated as leprosy) are described in detail in Leviticus 
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WM) oP‏ כָּפוּרִים IPX‏ חולְקִים 
בַּקַרָשים לָאָכול לָעָרֶב. אונן Yaa‏ 


ono‏ [א] טְבוּל 


יב/א 


יד אברהם 


around the point of contact נְטִילֶה]‎ 773] 
(see Yoreh Deah 105:4). 


Even though meat has moisture in it which 
tends to facilitate the spread of absorbed 
matter, the law is no more stringent in regard 
to it and here too only the place which has 
absorbed is forbidden. 


The Gemara (97b) states that mere 


contact does not effect 8 prohibition; 
there must be absorption. The mishnah 
implies as much when it says:. . . only the 
place which has absorbed. Thus it is 
axiomatic that the two slices or wafers 
discussed here are hot; if they are cold, 
there is, as a general rule, no absorption 
(see Yoreh Deah 105:4; Pesachim 76a). 


Chapter 12 
1. 


The consumption of the portion of the offering set aside for the Kohanim is a 
mitzvah (see Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 10:1-2). Indeed, it is a facet of the 
atonement process of the offering. As the Sages state ( Pesachim 59b): ‘The Kohanim 
eat [their portion of the offering] and the owners [of the offering thereby] receive 
atonement.“ 

Although the Torah says in regard to chatas (Lev. 6:19): יִאבֶלְנָּה‎ ANN הַמְחַטָא‎ YTD, 
The Kohen who accomplishes the atonement [i.e., who applies the blood] shall eat it, 
and seems to restrict the consumption to the Kohen who performed the zerikah, 





does not re-transmit that absorption by mere contact, and therefore does not pass along any 
prohibition in this manner (Yoreh Deah 105:6 from Rashba). If so, how can the basically 
permitted piece of offering meat transmit by mere contact the disqualified absorption it has 
received from being cooked with the disqualified offering? Some explain that the mishnah 
speaks of a case in which the prohibited substance absorbed was fatty, in which case Rashba’s 
rule does not apply (Keren Orah). However, this too presents a problem, since a fatty 
absorption will spread throughout the piece with which it comes in contact, as argued by 
Shach (there §20). The mishnah, however, states further that a wafer or slice [of meat] which 
comes in contact with another wafer or slice ... prohibits only the place which has absorbed. 
If we accept Keren Orah’s interpretation then this latter clause of the mishnah does not refer 
to the same set of circumstances discussed here. Rather, it refers to a wafer or slice which has 
an intrinsic prohibition but is not fatty. Thus it prohibits upon contact, but the absorption will 
not spread beyond the place of contact. 


1. Of course the essential acceptance and atonement of the offering is accomplished by the 
zerikah of the blood. Nevertheless, the consumption of the meat by the Kohanim also fulfills 
an atonement function, and whenever the offering is fit to be eaten, the atonement is deferred 
until the Kohanim have eaten the meat. Consequently, in the case of one who lacks atonement 
כָּפוּרִים]‎ WOM], the person bringing the offering is not restored to a state of full taharah (i.e., he 
is not permitted to eat offering meat or enter the Courtyard) until the Kohanim have eaten the 
meat of his offering (Tos. to Pesachim 59b). [However, if the meat is no longer available for 
consumption (e.g., it has become tamei, disqualified, or lost) the atonement is considered 
completed with the zerikah alone.] 

Rambam, although he cites the Gemara’s statement that ‘The Kohanim eat and the owners 
receive atonement,’ in his Code (Maaseh HaKorbanos 10:1), does not seem to put this into the 
context of the law of one who lacks atonement. It appears that in his view one always attains 
atonement with zerikah and is thereby permitted to eat offerings and enter the Courtyard (see 
Sfas Emes to Pesachim 59b). The atonement effected by the Kohanim’s consumption is merely 
additional to the essential atonement of zerikah, and has no halachic consequences except for 
the fact that it renders the Kohanim’s consumption a mitzvah (see Yevamos 90a; Rambam loc. 


cit.). 
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An onein may touch, but he may not offer; and he does 


1 not [claim a] share to eat that night. [Kohanim] who are 
blemished — both those with permanent blemishes and 
those with [only] passing blemishes — [claim a] share 


YAD AVRAHAM 


by tumah (Chagigah 3:3, 21a), neverthe- 
less, this Rabbinic prohibition was not 
extended to touching the meat; even 
while he is an onein, he is still permitted 
to touch (Gem. 990; Rambam Comm, as 
emended in ed. Kafich and in the edition 
cited by Tos. Yom Tov as נוּסְחֶת אֶרֶץ‎ 
2x Ww, the Eretz Yisrael version). = 

Rav’s commentary, which is based on an 
earlier version of Rambam’s Commentary, is 
as follows: An onein may touch if he im- 
mersed himself after becoming an onein and 
consciously guarded himself from tumah. If 
he did not immerse himself, or did not 
afterwards guard against tumah, he may not 
touch offering parts. This commentary is 
based on a view advanced by the Gemara 
(99a,99b), but later superseded by the view of 
R’ Yochanan who states that an onein is 
never restricted from touching offering meat. 
This latter view was subsequently accepted 
by Rambam and incorporated by him in his 
own copy of the Commentary and in his 
Code (Avos HaTumah 12:15). 


sa PN וְאִינו‎ — but he may not offer; 
(He is Biblically forbidden to perform 
the avodah, and his avodah disqualifies 


(see mishnah 2:1).] 


and he does not‏ — וְאִינו חולק [a9‏ לָעָרֶב. 
[claim a] share to eat that night.‏ 

Although the onein will be fit to eat 
that night, since he is unfit either to 
throw the blood or eat of the offering 
during the time of the avodah, he has no 
claim to a share in the offering. 

The Biblical aninus period extends only 
from the moment of death until nightfall of 
that day, after which the ordinary laws of 
mourning [אָבָלוּת]‎ go into effect. According 
to the opinion of R’ Shimon, which is 
adopted by our mishnah (see Gem. 100b), the 
onein laws apply after nightfall of the day of 
death only under Rabbinic law [71279 אַנִינוּת‎ 
ְמִדְרבָּנָן‎ 
בַּעָלִי‎ Pa קבוּעין‎ paw בַּעָלִי‎ pa - בַּעַלִי מוּמִין‎ 
- Pay pom — [Kohanim] who are 
blemished — both those with permanent 
blemishes and those with [only] passing 
blemishes — 

[Kohanim with (significant) body 
blemishes are barred from performing 
the service. The Torah (Lev. 21:18-20) 
lists examples of the disqualifying blem- 


1. One who lacks atonement is considered tamei (in regard to offerings and the Temple) on a 
Biblical level prior to bringing his offering (see Rambam, Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:14, Bias 
HaMikdash 3:9, 4:4,5 with Kesef Mishneh). Therefore, there is no question that he may not 
touch an offering. The Mishnah (Me’ilah 2:1 et al.) states clearly that if one who lacks 
atonement touches offering parts they are thereby disqualified. However, we noted above that 
even after bringing his offering he is Rabbinically required to immerse himself once again 
before he may eat offering meat. Nevertheless, it seems to this writer, that before this 
additional immersion he is not treated more stringently (once he has brought his offering) 
than an onein; he is not allowed to eat offerings before immersing himself, but he is permitted 
to touch them. The Mishnah (Chagigah 3:2) lists onein and one who lacks atonement together 
in regard to the obligation to immerse. All allusions by Rambam (in the Comm. and some 
versions of Avos HaTumah 12:15, as indicated in Kiryas Melech and by R’ Y. Kafich) to a 
restriction against touching refer to the time before the person has brought his offering — 
when he is Biblically classified as one who lacks atonement (see at length Tos. Yom Tov to 
Niddah 10:7). This can be demonstrated by internal evidence in the text, but this is beyond the 
scope of this work. 


2. Accordingly, an exception was made for one who became an onein on erev Pesach, to 
permit him to eat the pesach- offering that night. As a general rule, the Sages did not insist on 
compliance with their law when it involved kares, which is the punishment for the failure to 
eat of the pesach- offering (Pesachim 91a). 
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וְאִינו מַקָרִיב; וְאִינו חולק לָאָכול ya ay?‏ 


pam %ya pa קְבוּעָין,‎ pam בַּעַלִי‎ pa - מוּמין‎ 


זבחים 
יב/א 


יד אברהם 


one who lacks atonement because she too 
must bring offerings before becoming fully 
purified, she cannot be the subject of this 
mishnah; women never have a claim to a 
share of the Kohanim’s portions. [They do, 
however, have permission to eat from some 
of their fathers’ or husbands’ shares, as 
detailed in chapter 5.] 


do not‏ — אַינֶן חולְקִים בַּקְרָשים לָאָכול לֶעֶרֶב. 
{claim a] share in the offerings to eat that‏ 
night.‏ 

[Le., even though they will be fit to eat 
the meat before its time expires, e.g., after 
nightfall, since these Kohanim were not 
fit to eat of the offering at the time of the 
zerikah of its blood, they do not have a 
claim to be allotted a portion (Rav). 

The phrase to eat them at night is stated 
because of the tevul yom who cannot partake 
of the offering meat before nightfall. The one 
who lacks atonement, however, can become 
permitted even before nightfall, as soon as 
his sacrifices have been offered (and he 
immerses himself one more time). Neverthe- 
less, since at the time this particular sacrifice 
is being offered he is not yet permitted to eat 
its meat, he too has no claim to a share of it 
(Tos. Yom Tov). 

The Mishnah (Chagigah 3:3) records a 
Rabbinic enactment which obligates one who 
lacks atonement to immerse himself in a 
mikveh [after he has brought his offering] in 
order to be permitted to eat the meat of 
offerings. Tosafos (98b, s.v. (טבול יום‎ con- 
clude that after this immersion one may eat 
offerings immediately, and need not wait for 
nightfall. In general, the requirement to wait 
for the nightfall does not apply to immer- 
sions required only by Rabbinic enactment. 

The Gemara (99a) derives this from a 
combination of. Biblical allusions. The 
Torah says in reference to the chatas 
(Lev. 6:19): יאִבְלְנָּה‎ TON ,הַכּהן הַמְחַטָא‎ The 
Kohen who accomplishes the atonement 
]1.6., who applies the blood] shall eat it. 
This obviously does not restrict the 


consumption of the offering to the single 
Kohen who performed the zerikah, since 
every Kohen may eat of the offering. 
Furthermore, as we learned above, all the 
Kohanim who belong to the family 
assigned to that day have a claim to an 
allotment. Thus it is clear that the term 
הַמְחַטָא‎ is to be interpreted who [is fit to] 
apply the blood, thus excluding a tevul 
yom and one who lacks atonement. The 
verb m392°, shall eat it, is therefore 
interpreted shall [have a claim to] eat it. 
The reason for this is that there are 
Kohanim who are not fit to apply the 
blood but who are permitted to eat the 
meat, viz., a minor (and one who was a 
tevul yom during the day but who is 
completely tahor that night). They do 
not, however, have a claim to the meat. 

The Gemara modifies this even further. A 
blemished Kohen [בַּעַל מוּם]‎ has a claim to an 
allotment although he obviously is not fit to 
apply the blood. The Gemara concludes that 
הַמְּחַטָא‎ means: A Kohen who is fit to eat at 
the time the blood is applied. 


An onein‏ — אונן 

The Torah prescribes a one-day period 
of mourning (see below) upon the death 
of the seven closest relatives (father, 
mother, brother, sister, son, daughter and 
spouse). During this day, the mourner, 
called an onein ,[אונָן]‎ is not permitted to 
partake of offerings (see Lev. 10:19; Deut. 
26:14). 

,yaia — may touch, 

[Although an onein is Biblically for- 
bidden to eat the meat of offerings, he is 
permitted to touch them, and does not 
disqualify them by his touch.] Further- 
more, even though the Sages enacted a 
law that someone whose onein period has 
concluded may still not eat the meat of 
offerings until he immerses himself in a 
mikveh, as if he had been contaminated 


13:1-43. Once healed the metzora must undergo the purification process detailed in Lev. 14:1-9 
and immerse himself in a mikveh. Following this he must bring the offerings listed there in vs. 


10-32. 
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and eat, but they may not offer. Whoever is not fit to 


1 [perform] the service does not share in the [offering] 
meat; and whoever has no [share] of the meat, has no 
[share] of the hides. Even one who was tamei at the time 
that the blood was thrown and tahor at the time the fats 
were burnt, does not [claim a] share in the meat; as it is 


YAD AVRAHAM 


and‏ — וְכָל paw‏ לו בַּבְּשָר, px‏ לו בָּעורות. 
whoever has no [share] of the meat, has‏ 
no [share] of the hides.‏ 

The right of the Kohanim to the hide 
is explicitly stated for the olah offering 
(Lev. 7:8): אֶת-עלת איש עור‎ IPT WaT 
min לְכּהַן לו‎ a PA AWK הָעַלָה‎ And the 
Kohen who offers a person's olah offer- 
ing — the hide of the olah offering that 
he offered shall belong to the Kohen, it 
shall be his. The phrases who offers and 
that he offered are interpreted to mean 
any Kohen who is fit to offer at the time 
of the avodah. The Gemara (103b) ad- 
duces Biblical exegesis that other most 
holy offerings are subject to the same law 
as the olah ‘cf. Tos. Yom Tov, Tos. R’ 
Akiva). [The hides of offerings of lesser 
holiness, however, revert to the owner of 
the offering, as mishnah 3 will state.] 


The apportionment of hides differs from 
that of meat in that meat was apportioned 
each day to the Kohanim of the ‘family’ [ma 
[אָב‎ serving that day. Hides, on the other 
hand, were stored in the Beis HaParvah (one 
of the Temple’s chambers; see Middos 5:3) 
and apportioned every Friday to all the 
Kohanim of the mishmar. The Gemara re- 
lates the reason for treating hides differently 
than meat. At first hides were also appor- 
tioned daily to the Kohanim of the daily 
‘family.’ However, this gave certain strong 
clans of Kohanim the opportunity to appro- 
priate the hides forcibly. Therefore, it was 
decreed that the hides be apportioned in a 
more public setting — in the presence of all 
the Kohanim of the mishmar — thus making 
forcible expropriation of the hides more 
difficult (see Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 
5:20). 


nywa זְרִיקָת דָּמִים וְטָהוּר‎ nywa xny אַפִילוּ‎ 
חָלָבִים,‎ WPI — Even one who was tamei 
at the time that the blood was thrown 
and tahor at the time the fats were 

burnt, 

The sacrificial fats [emurin] of an 
offering may be burnt on the Altar not 
only during the day of the offering but 
through the night which follows. Conse- 
quently, if the burning of the emurin was 
delayed until night, and the tamei im- 
mersed himself in a mikveh during the 
day, so that he became tahor at nightfall, 
it is possible for one who had been tamei 
at the time of the zerikah to be tahor by 
the time the sacrificial parts are burnt!” 
(Rav; Rashi). 

A person who was tamei who immersed 
himself in a mikveh is classified as a tevul 
yom for the remainder of that day; and, as 
this mishnah has stated, a tevul yom does not 
receive a share of the meat. Nevertheless, the 
mishnah’s statement here is not merely a 
reiteration of the earlier rule. The statement 
at the beginning of the mishnah could be 
construed as referring to an instance in 
which the sacrificial parts were burnt during 
the day, so that both the zerikah and burning 
of the emurin occurred while the person was 
in the category of tevul yom. The mishnah 
now makes the point that even if the burning 
of the fats took place at night, when the 
Kohen was already completely tahor, he is 


still divested of claim to a portion (Panim 
Me’iros). 


waa חולק‎ iwx — does not [claim a] 
share in the meat; 
[Since he was not fit to eat at the time 


the blood was thrown, he has no claim to 
a share.] 


1. An exception to this is the כְּפוּרִים‎ 19M”, one who lacks atonement — 1.6. the type of tamei 
who is required to bring an offering after the completion of his purification procedures, as 
explained above. Most types of tumah, however, do not require an offering. 
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עובְרִין - חולְקין וְאוּכְּלִין, Dax‏ לא מקְריבין. וְכָל 
שָאִינו רָאוּי לְָעָבודָה PK‏ חולק waa‏ וְכָל prw‏ 


זבחים 
יב/א 


nywa טָמָא‎ x לו בָּעורות.‎ px לו בַּבָּשָר,‎ 
Wx Ado WPA nywa Any) דָּמִים,‎ nT 


יד אברהם 


15065; a full listing appears תג‎ 5 
chs. 6-7 and Rambam, Bias HaMikdash 
7-8).] 

Whether the Kohen’s blemish is per- 
manent or temporary, he is disqualified 
from performing the avodah. In the 
latter case, however, he may resume 
doing the avodah once his blemish heals 
(Sifra and Rashi to Lev. 21:21; Rambam, 
Bias HaMikdash 6:3). 


[claim a] share and eat,‏ — חולקין וְאוּכְלִין, 

[Although they are barred from per- 
forming the avodah, the Torah explicitly 
grants permission to blemished Kohanim 
to eat of the Kohanim’s portions (Lev. 
21:22): pa’ אֶלהָיו מִקָדָשִי הַקָדָשִים‎ on? 
Sox ,הַקָרָשִים‎ The food of his God, of the 
most holy and the holy, he [the blem- 
ished Kohen] may eat. The Gemara 
(102a) derives from Biblical allusion that 
blemished Kohanim even have a claim to 
an equal share along with all the mem- 
bers of their Kohanic family.] 


papa אָבָל לא‎ — but they may not 
offer. 

[They may not perform the service 
(beginning from kabbalah, receiving; see 
2:1), as stated clearly in the Torah (Lev. 
21:21).] The disqualification resulting 
from a temporary blemish is derived in 
Sifra from the verse (Lev. 21:21): wx79D 
apm? wa ,אַשָר-בּו מוּם . . . לא‎ Any man 
in whom there is a blemish ... shall not 
come near to offer ... The emphasis in 
the phrase any man indicates that no 
distinction is drawn between blemishes 
of different durations Tos. Yom Tov). 


yaa חולק‎ wx may? שָאִינו רָאוּי‎ 73) — 
Whoever is not fit to [perform] the 


service does not share in the [offering] 
meat; 

[This is in effect a formal statement of 
the rule inherent in the mishnah’s previ- 
ous rulings. It serves also to introduce the 
next part of the rule.] 

The Gemara (102b) points out that 
there is an exception to this rule — 
blemished Kohanim. Although they are 
not fit for the service, they nevertheless 
have a claim to share in the meat. The 
mishnah’s rule is true generally, except 
where there is a Biblical decree to the 
contrary (Rav). 


The Gemara (ibid.) notes that the converse 
of this rule is also not categorically true. Not 
everyone who is fit for the service has a 
share. For example, if most of the available 
Kohanim"! were tamei at the time of the 
service, the restriction against performing 
the avodah while tamei is lifted in regard to 
communal offerings [טְמְאָה הַתְּרָה בְצְבּוּר]‎ 
However, in such a case the meat may not be 
eaten (Pesachim 7:4). But if one of the 
minority of Kohanim who were tahor per- 
formed the avodah, the meat may be eaten 
by the tahorim, but only by them. In this case 
only the Kohanim who were tahor at the time 
of the avodah have a claim to a share of the 
meat, not those who were tamei at that time, 
not even those who will become tahor and fit 
to eat that night (Gemara 99a). As we learned 
above, only a Kohen who was fit to eat at the 
time of the avodah has a claim to a share. 

Tosafos (s.v. (הרי‎ point out another excep- 
tion. A Kohen Gadol may perform the service 
while he is an onein but he may not eat 
offerings at that time. If he performed the 
avodah while an onein, or even if other 
Kohanim did the avodah, he has no claim toa 
share of the offerings which he was permit- 
ted to offer although he could eat after his 
period of aninus expires (see Gem. 99a). 


1. Rambam (Bias HaMikdash 4:14) defines this as most of the Kohanim in the area of 


Jerusalem. 
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said (Lev. 7:33): The one from among the sons of Aaron 


2 who offers the blood of the shelamim offering and the 
fat — the right thigh shall be his as a gift portion. 


2: Whenever the Altar does not acquire the right to 

the meat, the Kohanim do not acquire the right 
to the hide; as it is said (Lev. 7:8): [The Kohen who offers] 
a person's olah offering — an olah which has been 


credited to a person. 


An olah offering which was 


YAD AVRAHAM 


2. 


The following mishnah defines the law of the hides for cases of disqualified 
offerings — when the Kohanim get to keep the hide despite the disqualification and 
when the disqualification deprives the Kohanim of the right to the hides. [In the latter 
case the hides are burned in the place of burning together with the disqualified meat. 
This will be discussed in the comm. to mishnah 4.] 


W323 זָכָה הַמִזְבָּחַ‎ Xow כָּל‎ — Whenever 
the Altar does not acquire the right to 
the meat, 

Le., the sacrificial meat never became 
fit for burning on the Altar even for a 
moment, because it was disqualified be- 
fore zerikah (Rav; Rashi). [Obviously, 
the mishnah discusses an olah, whose 
limbs are all burnt upon the Altar after 
the blood is thrown, while its hide is 
given to the Kohanim. However, the law 
applies equally to the other most holy 
offerings, whose meat is eaten and whose 
hide is given to the Kohanim, as stated in 
mishnah 3. Regarding these offerings the 
rule would be formulated as follows: 
Whenever the Altar does not acquire the 
right to the sacrificial parts ... (see 
Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 5:20).] 


the Kohanim do‏ — לא זְכוּ הַדְּהָנִים בְּעוּרָה; 
not acquire the right to the hide;‏ 

[The zerikah of the blood is the factor 
which permits the hide to the Kohanim, 
just as it permits the sacrificial meat to 
the Altar. Thus, if the offering is invali- 
dated prior to zerikah, so that the zerikah 
cannot permit the olah’s meat to the 
Altar, it can also not permit the hide to 
the Kohanim. | 

The mishnah does not require that the 


[301] 


sacrificial meat actually reach the Altar, 
only that it become fit for burning on the 
Altar. This happens when the offering’s 
blood is thrown, at which point the Altar 
acquires the right to the meat; ie., the 
meat becomes permissible for burning on 
the Altar. Following this, even if the meat 
should be invalidated and therefore be 
forbidden to the Altar, the hide still goes 
to the Kohanim. As long as the meat 
becomes permissible to the Altar for even 
a moment, the Kohanim gain the right to 
the hide and nothing that happens after- 
ward can revoke that right (Gem. 104a). 


wor? שֶנָאָמַר: ,,עלת אִיש" — עולָה שֶעָלְתָה‎ 
— as it is said (Lev. 7:8): ‘The Kohen 
who offers] a person's olah offering’ — 
an olah which has been credited to a 

person. 

[The full text of the verse reads: 77377) 
Ws הַמַקָרִיב אֶת-עלַת אִיש עור הָעוּלָה‎ 
mm לפּהָן לו‎ apa, The Kohen who offers 
a person's olah offering — the hide of the 
olah offering that he offered shall belong 
to the Kohen, it shall be his. The term 
,איש‎ a person, is superfluous, since it is 
not meant to exclude the olah of a 
woman from this rule, as the mishnah 
will state below. Therefore, the term is 
taken to stress possession, an olah which 
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Dow DI ,ְהַמַּקְרִיב אֶת‎ Naw חולק בַּבָּשֶר;‎ 
pos שוק‎ oman לו‎ Pax ya ְאֶתהַחַלֶב‎ 


זבחים 
יב/ב 


“mm? 


31 לא‎ WIAD MaMa NI שֶלא‎ 5D [a] 
אישיי‎ nYy,, שַנָאָמַר:‎ Ava DTD 
xow nonwiw nd לְאִיש.‎ on2yw עולָה‎ - 


יד אברהם 


Moreover, the Kohen must be tahor 
from the zerikah of the blood until the 
burning of the fats. If he became tamei 
after the zerikah and immersed himself 
in a mikveh (while it was still day), so 
that he was again tahor when the 
burning of the fats took place that night, 
he is not entitled to a share. In order to 
have a claim to a portion he must be 
tahor without interruption from the 
zerikah through the burning of the fats 
(Rav; Rambam Comm. and Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 10:21). 

Actually, the Gemara (102b) reports a 
dispute on the definition of the rule that a 
Kohen must be ‘fit to eat’ in order to have a 
claim to a portion. The Sages rule that it is 
only necessary for the Kohen to be fit during 
the zerikah. If a Kohen was tahor during the 
zerikah but tamei at the time of the burning 
of the fats he has a claim to a share of the 
meat. Abba Shaul disagrees and asserts that 
fitness during both zerikah and burning is 
essential (see Tosefta, Menachos 13:3). The 
Gemara (102b) assumes that the mishnah is 
based on the Sages’ view [presumably be- 
cause the mishnah does not rule that a Kohen 
loses his share even in the reverse of the case 
given here — when he was tahor during the 
zerikah and tamei during the burning (but 
tahor again that night)]. 

Rav and Rambam’s commentary, how- 
ever, follows Abba Shaul’s view. This is 
because the Gemara later considers whether a 
Kohen who was tamei between the zerikah 
and the burning but was tahor during both 
of these two avodos (he immersed himself 
before nightfall after which the burning was 
done) is deprived of his claim to a portion of 
the meat. This speculation is relevant only 
according to Abba Shaul’s view that taharah 
during both zerikah and burning is essential 
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to receiving a share. Presumably, Rambam 
also assumed that the Gemara later repudi- 
ated its earlier position that the mishnah 
reflects the Sages’ view. Thus, he explains the 
mishnah according to Abba Shaul (Tos. Yom 
Tov). 

In Hil. Maaseh HaKorbanos 10:21, Ram- 
bam rules that in case the Kohen was tahor 
during both avodos but tamei in the interim, 
he is not given a portion. However, if he 
obtained a portion by whatever means [e.g., 
he grabbed one], it cannot be taken from 
him. 


DTN IB, TE‏ הַשלָמִים וְאֶת- 
הַחִלֶב מִבְּנִי אָהָרן לו man‏ שוק הַיָּמִין לְמֶנָה" 
it is said (Lev. 7:33): ‘The one from‏ ₪5 -- 
among the sons of Aaron who offers the‏ 
blood of the shelamim offering and the‏ 
fat — the right thigh shall be his as a gift‏ 
portion.’‏ 

[Le., the right to the Kohen’s portion of 
the shelamim goes only to a Kohen who 
is fit to offer the blood.] 

Furthermore, from the verse’s mention of 
the offering [ie., the burning] of the fat, 
Abba Shaul derives that the Kohen must also 
be ‘fit’ during the burning of the fats. This 
phrase is problematic, though, according to 
the Sages who rule that only fitness during 
zerikah is a criterion for claiming a share, not 
fitness during burning. Rashi (to 102b, s.v. 
(דאפילו‎ explains that according to the Sages 
the phrase and the fat in this verse does not 
teach anything about the fitness of the 
Kohen, but about his acceptance of this 
avodah. Any Kohen who does not believe in 
the efficacy of the avodah [any facet of the 
avodah, even the burning of the emurin] has 
no claim to a portion (cf. Tos. 99a, $.v. ;אינר‎ 
Shitah Mekubetzes to 98b, s.v. 4; cf. Chullin 
132b). 
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slaughtered for a designation other than its own, even 
though it is not credited to its owner, its hide [belongs] 
to the Kohanim. Both the olah offering of a man and the 
olah offering of a woman — their hides [belong] to the 
Kohanim. 


3. | he hides of the offerings of lesser holiness 

[belong] to the owners [of the offering], while the 
hides of the most holy offerings [belong] to the 
Kohanim. [This can be demonstrated by means of] a kal 
vachomer — if [in the case of] an olah offering, [in] 
which they do not acquire the right to its meat, [yet] 
they acquire a right to its hide; [then in the case of] the 
most holy offerings, [in] which they do acquire the right 
to its meat, does it not follow that they acquire the right 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Not only the hides of the olah offer- 
ings belong to the Kohanim, as stated in 
Lev. 7:8, but also the hides of the chatas 
and asham offerings are given to them, 
as will now be derived by the mishnah 
(Rav). 


— YN} קל‎ — [This can be demonstrated 
by means of] a kal vachomer — 

[Kal vachomer, the a fortiori argu- 
ment, is one of the thirteen hermeneutic 
principles by which the Torah is ex- 
pounded. The literal meaning of the term 
kal vachomer is leniency and stringency. 
This is an argument which infers a 
halachic stringency from a lenient cate- 
gory to a more stringent one, or vice 
versa, a leniency from a stringent cate- 
gory to a more lenient one (see above, 
comm. to 7:6, s.v. רבי מאיר‎ 7K). The 
reasoning in this case is that if a certain 
leniency is applied to a more stringent 
category, it should surely be applied to 
the more lenient one as well.] 


W232 131 עולֶה, שָלא‎ oN מָה‎ — if [in the 
case of] an olah offering, [in] which they 
do not acquire the right to its meat, 

[An olah’s meat may not be eaten; 
rather, it is burnt upon the Altar. This 
opening segment of the argument estab- 
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lishes the premise that the Kohanim do 
not have a very strong claim to the olah 
in general.] 


[yet] they acquire a right to‏ — זָכוּ בְעוּרָה; 
its hide;‏ 

[Thus the Kohanim’s claim to the hide 
is valid even in regard to an offering to 
which their general claim is weak.] 


IDIW WIP WP — [then in the‏ בְבְשָרָה, 
case of] the most holy offerings, [in]‏ 
which they do acquire the right to its‏ 
meat,‏ 

[The claim of the Kohanim to the meat 
of the other most holy offerings — the 
chatas and asham — is clearly stated in 
the Torah, thus establishing the premise 
that the Kohanim have a strong claim to 
these offerings.] 


does it not follow‏ — אִינו דין 

[The term [7, din, is used in the Talmud 
and in the halachic midrashim for logical 
deductions such as the kal vachomer, and for 
the analogies known as iy 79 and אָב‎ PIA 
(binyan av), the drawing of parallels.] 


that they acquire the‏ — שִיזְבוּ בְעורָה! 
right to its hide!‏ 

[Since they acquire even the meat, they 
should certainly acquire the hide.] 
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my שָלא עָלְתָה לִבְּעָלִים,‎ oD על‎ AN MDW? 
— עולת הָאֶשָה‎ TN עולת הָאִיש‎ INN לכּהָנִים.‎ 


זבחים 
יב/ג 


עורותִיהֶן לִבְּהָנִים. 


נגז עור1ת oop ow?‏ לְבְּעָלִים, ועורות 

קדשי OWI‏ לַכּהָנִים. קל נָחמֶָר 
- מָה OX‏ עולָה, שָלא זָכוּ בַבְשָרָהּ, ID‏ בְעורָה; 
AWW DY WR WIR‏ אִינו דין PY‏ 


יד אברהם 


belongs to a person. This is understood to 
mean an olah whose owner has been 
credited for having brought an offering 
(see Sifra to Lev. 7:8 with Malbim). This 
excludes offerings that have been dis- 
qualified prior to zerikah (see below). 
שֶלא‎ 5 Sy ox mow? עולָה שֶנִשָחַטָה שָלא‎ 
dyad עָלְתָה‎ — An olah offering which 
was slaughtered for a designation other 
than its own, even though it is not 
credited to its owner, 

[An olah offering slaughtered for 
other than its own designation is valid 
(ie., the sacrifice is completed), but the 
owner is not credited with having ful- 
filled his vow or obligation (mishnah 
1:1).] 


its hide [belongs] to the‏ — עורָהּ לכּהָנִים. 
Kohanim.‏ 

Since the offering is valid and its limbs 
are offered up upon the Altar it satisfies 
the mishnah’s requirement for giving the 
hide to the Kohanim (Rav). The Gemara 
(104b) derives this from Biblical inference 
(Rashi). Thus, when the mishnah infers 


The hides of‏ — עורות ow yz‏ קלים לְבְּעָלִים, 
the offerings of lesser holiness [belong ]to‏ 
the owners [of the offering],‏ 

The verse (Lev. 7:8) which provides for 
the hide to be given the Kohanim speaks 
of the olah, which is in the category of a 
most holy offering (see Rav from Gem. 
104b). Accordingly, we can derive only 
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from the verse ,עולֶת איש‎ a person's olah 
offering, that in order to acquire a claim 
to the hide the offering must be an olah 
which is credited to a person, it does not 
mean that the person must be credited 
with fulfillment of his vow or obligation, 
only that the offering he has brought be 
credited as acceptable upon the Altar 
(Rambam Comm. .( 


- הָאֶשֶה‎ noi אֶחָד עולת הָאִיש וְאֶחָד‎ 
לַכּהָנִים.‎ nny — Both the olah offering 
of a man and the olah offering of a 
woman — their hides [belong] to the 
Kohanim. 

[Although the verse which states the 
claim of the Kohanim to the hide states a 
person's [lit. a man’s] olah offering (Lev. 
7:8), this should not be taken to exclude 
the olos of women.] The Gemara (103a) 
adduces Biblical exegesis which implies 
that the hides of women’s olos, too, 
belong to the Kohanim (Rashi). (The 
term a person's olah offering therefore is 
taken to mean that the offering brought 
by this person is reckoned an acceptable 
offering, as explained above.] 


that offerings which are similar to the 
olah (in being most holy) have their 
hides go to the Kohanim, not offerings of 
lesser holiness (Tif. Yis.). 


while the‏ — ועורות Wiz‏ קָדָשִים לפָּנִים. 
hides of the most holy offerings [belong]‏ 
to the Kohanim.‏ 
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to its hide! The Altar cannot serve as a refutation, since 


4 it does not receive the hide at all. 


4. ll offerings which were invalidated prior to their 

being flayed, their hides do not [belong] to the 
Kohanim; after they were flayed, their hides [belong] to 
the Kohanim. Said R’ Chanina, the administrator of the 


YAD AVRAHAM 


In fact, the mishnah must be referring to 
cases in which only the meat has been 
disqualified, not the offering as a whole. It is 
clear from the statements of the Tannaim 
cited in the Gemara (103b-104a) that in order 
for the hide to become permitted to the 
Kohanim, zerikah must first be performed; 
1.6. the zerikah renders the hide chullin and 
permissible to the Kohanim the same as it 
renders the meat permissible for eating by 
the Kohanim. Thus if the disqualification 
related to the entire offering (e.g., the zerikah 
was invalidated by intent for piggul, or a 
disqualified Kohen performed the zerikah or 
any essential part of the avodah) the hide can 
not be rendered permissible regardless of 
when it was removed (see Keren Orah and 
Sfas Emes). The mishnah defines the status 
of the hide in terms of when it was removed 
only where the avodah (including the 
zerikah) was valid, but the meat to which the 
hide was attached was disqualified by being 
taken out of the Courtyard or becoming 
tamei or the like. 


37s? לְאַחַר הֶפְשָטָן, עורוּתִיהֶם‎ — after 
they were flayed, their hides [belong] to 
the Kohanim. 

[Once the hide has been removed from 
the meat, it is no longer affected by the 
meat’s disqualification and the Kohanim 
get it even if the meat is later disquali- 
fied.] 

Seemingly, the mishnah means that as 
long as the hide was removed before the 
disqualification of the meat occurred, the 
hide belongs to the Kohanim, even if the 
meat was then invalidated before zerikah. 
Conversely, if the meat was invalidated 
before the flaying, the hide becomes disqual- 
ified even though a valid zerikah had been 
performed before the meat’s invalidation. 
This in fact is the view of the Tanna Rabbi 
{in 8 baraisa cited by the Gem. (103b-104a)]. 
In his view, zerikah can permit the hide itself 
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even when the meat is invalid. On the other 
hand, as long as the hide is still attached to 
the meat, it is still affected by the meat’s 
invalidation. 


The Gemara (103b), however, points out 
an obvious contradiction. Mishnah 2 offered 
a completely different rule. There the mish- 
nah stated that the permissibility of the hide 
to the Kohanim is determined by whether the 
disqualification occurred before zerikah or 
afterwards and does not distinguish between 
disqualifications occurring before flaying or 
after it. According to the rule established by 
mishnah 2, once the hide has been rendered 
permissible by a proper zerikah, it is no 
longer affected by the meat’s disqualification 
even if it is still attached to it. Conversely, if 
the meat was already disqualified before the 
zerikah, the hide does not become permissi- 
ble to the Kohanim even though it had been 
removed prior to the meat’s disqualification. 

This indeed is the view of the Tanna R’ 
Elazar ben R’ Shimon (in the baraisa cited by 
the Gem. ibid.). It is his opinion that zerikah 
cannot render a hide permissible unless it 
permits the meat as well. Zerikah is ineffec- 
tive in permitting the hide by itself. Conse- 
quently, if any disqualification occurs to the 
meat before zerikah the hide can never 
become permitted to the Kohanim. However 
once zerikah has rendered the hide permissi- 
ble it is no longer susceptible, in R’ Elazar’s 
view, to the disqualifications which affect 
the meat — even while the hide is still 
attached to it. [In this detail R’ Elazar’s ruling 
is more lenient than Rabbi's; the latter holds 
that disqualification which affects the meat 
always devolves upon the hide attached to it, 
even if it occurs after zerikah. ] 

Thus, as the Gemara points out, mishnah 2 
follows the rule established by R’ Elazar ben 
R’ Shimon, while this mishnah follows the 
rule given by Rabbi! 

Two approaches are recorded in the 
Gemara to resolve this difficulty. Rava as- 
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בְעורָה! px‏ מִזְבָּחַ יוּבִיחַ, שָאִין לו עור San‏ מָקוּם. 


זבחים 
יב/ד 


[ד] בָּל OW IPA‏ שָאָרַע בָּהֶם פָּסוּל קדֶם 
pr jews?‏ עורוּתִיהֶם לִכְּהֶנִים; 
7K?‏ הֶפְּשָטֶן, עורותִיהֶם לְכּהָנִים. אָמַר 729 


יד אברהם 


mam px -- The Altar cannot serve‏ יוּכִיחַ, 
as a refutation,‏ 

lit., let it demonstrate, is commonly‏ ,יוכִיחַ] 
used as a generic term for refutations of kal‏ 
vachomer and 3x 133, binyan av. A refuta-‏ 
tion to a kal vachomer typically runs as‏ 
follows: The reasoning of the kal vachomer‏ 
is that a leniency which applies to a stringent‏ 
category should surely apply to the more‏ 
lenient one. However, if it can be shown that‏ 
another category which is also more lenient‏ 
does not have this particular leniency applied‏ 
to it, the kal vachomer is considered to have‏ 
been refuted.]‏ 

It could have been argued that the 
example of the Altar can serve as a 
refutation to the premise of the kal 
vachomer. The argument of the kal 
vachomer is that whenever there is a 
claim to the meat surely there should be a 
claim to the hide. Now the Altar has a 
claim to the meat of an olah — it must be 
burnt upon the Altar — yet it does not 
obtain the hide [which is given the 


4. 


AewaTY DTP פְּסוּל‎ OTE yw DW IPT 79 
עורותִיהֶם לכּהָנִים;‎ px — All offerings 
which were invalidated prior to their 
being flayed, their hides do not [belong] 
to the Kohanim; 

As long as the hide has not yet been 
separated from the carcass of the animal, 
it is subject to the law governing the 
meat (Gem. 104a). [Consequently, if the 
meat is disqualified and thereby lost to 
the Altar, the hide is similarly lost to the 
Kohanim.] Therefore, the hides are not 


Kohanim]. Thus we may conclude that 
possibly the same is true regarding the 
Kohanim; it may be that in certain 
instances they have a claim only to the 
meat but not the hide (from Rav, Rashi). 


paw — since it does not‏ 19 עור San‏ מָקוּם. 
receive the hide at all.‏ 

The Altar cannot serve as a refutation 
since there is a reason why one should 
not draw any inference from the fact that 
it does not obtain the hide. The hide is 
never burned upon the Altar in the case 
of any offering — demonstrating that 
hide is simply not a sacrificial part. Thus, 
the failure of the Altar to obtain the 
olah’s hide cannot serve as a precedent 
for the Kohanim. The Torah specifically 
states that they do obtain the hide of the 
olah, so that it can be reasoned — by 
means of a kal vachomer — that they 
should surely obtain the hides of all the 
most holy offerings (Rav; Rashi). 


flayed but are burned [away from the 
Altar] together with the disqualified 
offering (Rav; Rashi). 

[This is true not only when the offering as 
a whole has been invalidated (e.g., by being 
rendered piggul) but even when the cause of 
the disqualification is not relevant to the 
entire offering or the hide per se, e.g., the 
meat became tamei. Even though the un- 
flayed hide itself is not tamei since it is not 
edible, ™ nevertheless, the disqualification 
attaches to the hide as well, making it 
necessary to burn it together with the meat.] 


1. In order for an article to be susceptible to tummah it must be either a foodstuff or a utensil. 
Hide can obviously not be considered a food since it is inedible. It can also not be considered 
a utensil before it is removed from the meat, and generally not even afterwards, until it has 
been cured and fashioned into some form of leather object (see comm. to mishnah 11:3). 
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Kohanim: In [all] my days I never saw a hide being 


4 taken‘out to the place of burning. Said R’ Akiva: From 
his words we learn that one who flays a bechor and it is 
[then] found to be a tereifah, the Kohanim may benefit 


YAD AVRAHAM 


was separated before zerikah. According to 
R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon, R’ Chanina never 
witnessed the burning of such a hide, be- 
cause it was highly unusual to flay the hide 
prior to the zerikah. Hence, it never occurred 
that a flayed offering was disqualified before 
zerikah (Gem. 104a). 

(Of course there are hypothetical instances 
in which a flayed hide must be burned. 
According to Rabbi, if a disqualification 
occurred after the zerikah but before flaying, 
the hide is thereby disqualified. If someone 
did subsequently flay the hide, it must still be 
burned. However, this never actually took 
place, since in such a case the hide would not 
be removed but would be burned together 
with the meat.] 

Similarly, the hide is burned when there 
was no valid zerikah. However, in such a 
case the hide (which was never as a matter of 
course flayed before zerikah), would surely 
not be flayed. As explained above, R’ 
Chanina testified that he never saw a 
stripped hide being taken to the area of 
burning (Keren Orah). 

A more likely case of a flayed hide being 
disqualified is when the disqualification of 
the meat first became known only after the 
hide was flayed. However, this too, poses no 
contradiction to R’ Chanina since, as R’ 
Akiva will state further, R’ Chanina’s testi- 
mony proves the principle that regarding 
disqualifications it is not the actual time of 
occurrence which determines the status of 
the hide, but the time the disqualification 
becomes known. Thus, if a disqualification 
was yet unknown at the time of the zerikah 
and flaying, the hide in fact becomes permis- 
sible to the Kohanim (Keren Orah). 


אָמַר 727 AI? PID :kDPy‏ שְָהַמַפְשִיט 
אֶת הַבְּכור וְנִמְצָא InNiNewW |W‏ הַבְּהָנִים 
Said R’ Akiva: From his words‏ — בְּעורו. 
we learn that one who flays a bechor,‏ 
and it is [then] found to be a tereifah, the‏ 
Kohanim may benefit from its hide.‏ 

[R’ Akiva’s inference concerns the law 
as it pertains in the post-Temple era.] 
Even in the post-Temple era, a firstborn 
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male (bechor) of a cow, goat, or sheep, is 
automatically consecrated at birth as a 
bechor- offering and it may consequently 
not be used or slaughtered. Since there is 
no Temple in which to offer it, one must 
give the bechor to a Kohen, who keeps it 
until the animal becomes blemished and 
thus unfit to be an offering, after which 
he may slaughter it. Even after becoming 
blemished, however, it is still subject to a 
number of strictures, vestiges of its fomer 
offering status. As a result, the only use 
permitted in its blemished state is to 
slaughter the animal and eat its meat (see 
Deut. 15:22). If the bechor has been 
properly slaughtered and its meat has 
become permissible for consumption, the 
Kohen may use the hide as well. How- 
ever, if the animal died without the 
benefit of shechitah, so that its meat does 
not become permitted, even the hide may 
not be used; it must be buried. 


R’ Akiva inferred from R’ Chanina’s 
testimony that if a disqualification was 
discovered after the hide had been 
flayed, the dispensation to use the hide is 
considered to have already taken effect, 
and it is not voided by the subsequent 
discovery. From this R’ Akiva drew an 
analogy to the law of the blemished 
bechor. Here the shechitah is analogous 
to the zerikah of the offering, in that it 
permits the meat of the blemished bechor 
for consumption. Accordingly, if the 
animal was flayed prior to the discovery 
of the animal's tereifah status, the hide 
should be permitted (Rav). [See above 
8:11 for a definition of tereifah.] 

[Of course this concept is applicable only to 
the hide, which is chullin after it is rendered 
permissible and is disqualified only because 
of its physical connection to the offering. The 
meat of the tereifah obviously remains 
forbidden and must be burned regardless of 
when the disqualification was found.] 
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חָנִינָא “ITD WO‏ מִימִי לא OND‏ עור NYP‏ 
לָבִית Wax AWA‏ רַבִּי עִקִיבָא: מִדְּבָרִיו arp?‏ 


זבחים 
יב/ד 


שָהַמַפְשיט אֶת הַבְּכור TDW Nyy‏ שָיָּאותוּ 


יד אברהם 


50115 that this mishnah too accepts the view 
of R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon (as indicated in 
mishnah 2). The term vw57 ,קודֶם‎ before 
flaying, in our mishnah is not meant in a 
literal sense, but is to be understood as before 
they become fit for flaying,"! ie, before 
zerikah. The mishnah should be read: All 
offerings which were invalidated prior to 
becoming fit for flaying — i.e., before zerikah 
— their hides do not belong to the Kohanim. 
Thus, this mishnah is in effect a restatement 
of R’ Elazar ben Shimon’s position 85 articu- 
lated in mishnah 2. 

Abaye takes an opposite position. Both 
mishnayos hold Rabbi's view. The statement 
in mishnah 2 that the Kohanim do not 
acquire the hide until the meat has been 
rendered permissible by the zerikah is to be 
understood as a practical guideline, not a 
statement of law. In common practice, it is 
highly unusual for the hide to be flayed prior 
to the zerikah, because one may not defer the 
zerikah for the time it takes to flay the hide. 
Rather, one must proceed with the avodah 
forthwith (Rashi). Thus the statement that 
the Kohanim do not acquire the hide as long 
as the meat is not rendered permissible for 
the Altar is generally true as a statement of 
fact. However, if it should happen that the 
hide had been removed before zerikah, the 
hide would no longer be subject to the meat’s 
disqualification.” 


Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 5:20) rules 
according to the opinion of Rabbi, that 
flaying is the determinant of the hide’s 
permissibility, not zerikah, as the simple 
meaning of this mishnah implies. The com- 
mentary to mishnah 2, however, followed 
the view of R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon, since 
that is the view adopted by Rashi and Rav in 
their commentaries. 

Wx — Said R’‏ בַבִּי חָנִינָא PO‏ הַבְּחָנִים: 
Chanina, the administrator of the Ko-‏ 
hanim:‏ 

[See comm. to mishnah 9:3. There he is 
referred to as R’ Chananyah. 

R’ Chanina evidently spent many 
years in the service of the Temple, and in 
the post-Temple era testified to many 
things he had witnessed during his long 
tenure.] 

TD Iw לָבִית‎ KY מִיָּמִי לא רְאִיתִי עור‎ — In 
[all] my days I never saw a hide being 
taken out to the place of burning. 

He never witnessed a hide which had 
been separated from an offering being 
burned because of disqualification (Rav, 
Rashi from Gem. 104a). 

R’ Chanina’s testimony supports the view 
expressed by Rabbi that a hide which was 
separated before a disqualification occurred 
is always permitted to the Kohanim, even if it 


1. The commentators do not explain why the hide is not fit for flaying prior to zerikah. 
Perhaps the Gemara means that it is not practical to flay before zerikah, as stated according to 


Rabbi. 


2. According to Abaye’s interpretation the Biblical source given in mishnah 2 for the 
statement made there — an olah offering which was credited to a person — does not serve as 
the sole basis for the mishnah’s ruling. Where only the meat was disqualified before the 


zerikah, no Biblical source is cited for the rul 
those cases the rule is based on the practica 
zerikah, and the halachic principle, held by Ra 
upon the hide. There is, however, another set 0 


e that the Kohanim do not acquire the hide. In 
1 fact that the hide is never flayed before the 
bbi, that a disqualification of the meat devolves 
f disqualifications in which the hide’s status is 


intrinsically tied to that of the meat. This is where the zerikah itself is not valid [e.g., it was 
performed by disqualified persons, or essential avodos preceding it were invalid, or the blood 
was taken out prior to zerikah, etc.]; in such cases the hide is not permitted to the Kohanim 
even in the extraordinary case in which it was flayed before zerikah. It is to give a basis to this 
principle — that a valid zerikah is essential to permit the hide to the Kohanim — that the 
mishnah cites the Biblical source (Sfas Emes, cf. Taharas HaKodesh). 
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from its hide. But the Sages say: ‘We have not seen’ is 


5 not a proof. Rather it is taken out to the place of 


burning. 


5 “The bulls that are burned and the he-goats that are 

burned — when they are burned according to 
their proper procedure, they are burned in the place of 
ashes, and they contaminate garments with tumah; but 


YAD AVRAHAM 


to be burned outside the camp — ie., 
outside Jerusalem”! — at the place at 
which the ashes are deposited (Rav, 
Rashi; see Lev. 4:12,21,27, 16:27). [The 
accumulation of ashes upon the outer 
Altar is removed periodically and taken 
to a tumah-free location outside of 
Jerusalem (see Lev. 6:4; comm. to 5:2). 
This area, referred to by the mishnah as 
הַבְּשָן‎ ma, the place of ashes, is desig- 
nated by the Torah (Lev. 4:12) to be the 
place for the burning of the inner 
chataos. | 


The mishnah does not clarify where this 
place of the ashes was. The Gemara (106a) 
adduces the opinion of two Tannaim; one 
asserts that the chatas offerings were burned 
to the east of Jerusalem, while the other holds 
it was to the north. However, neither of these 
views is cited by Rambam in his Code (Keren 
Orah). 

The term place of ashes used here should 
not be confused with the ‘place of ashes’ 
mentioned in mishnah 6:5. That term re- 


ferred to a spot on the Courtyard floor just 
east of the Altar’s ramp where they placed 
the token portion of ash separated each 
morning from the pile on the Altar [nan 
Wo]. The term in our mishnah refers to the 
place outside Jerusalem to which the bulk of 
the Altar’s ash was removed when it had 
accumulated on the Altar. 

In addition to these two ash sites, there 
were two more places at which disqualified 
offerings were burned, as the mishnah will 
state below. These other places are also 
referred to by the Gemara (104b) as בִּית הַדְּשָן‎ 
places of ashes, the one inside the Courtyard 
being known as the הַגָּדול‎ jw בִּית‎ the great 
place of ashes. Mishnah 8:4, however, re- 
ferred to these places as the nyqwi בִּית‎ place 
of burning. 


and they contaminate‏ — וּמְטַמָּאִין בְּנְדִים; 
garments with tumah;‏ 

The Torah (Lev. 16:28) indicates that 
the person who is involved in burning 
the chatas is thereby rendered tamei, to 
the degree that he further contaminates 


1. The Torah (Lev. 4:12, et al.) states that these offerings are to be burned לַמַחָנֶה‎ y3nn, outside 
the camp, which could be construed as merely outside the Temple. However, the three-fold 
repetition of the term outside the camp indicates that a place outside the ‘three camps’ is meant 
(Gem. 105b). The Israelite camp in the desert was organized into three concentric camps, 
having three levels of sanctity: (a) 116 ,מַחָנָה שִכִינָה‎ camp of the Divine Presence, consisted of 
the Tabernacle and its Courtyard. (b) The 79 ,מַחֶנָה‎ camp of the Levites, incorporated the area 
in which the Kohanim and Levites dwelled (see Numbers 1:53, 3:23, 29, 35, 38). (c) The מַחֶנָה‎ 
Ox Ww, the Israelite camp, comprised the rest of the encampment (see Rashi to Numbers 5:2, 
Pesachim 67a, Keilim 1:8 for some of the halachic differences between the camps). 
Corresponding areas of sanctity existed in Jerusalem once the Temple was erected there. The 
Sanctuary and its Courtyard corresponded to the camp of the Divine Presence, the area 
outside the Temple Courtyard and within the walls of the Temple Mount corresponded to the’ 
Levite camp, and the remainder of Jerusalem outside the Temple Mount’s walls and within 
the walls of the city corresponded to the Israelite camp (Rashi and Mishnah ibid., Gem. 116b, 
and Tosefta Keilim, Bava Kamma 1:10). [The remains of ancient walls near the Temple site, 
including the הַמָּעָרָבִי‎ YniD, western wall, belong to the Temple Mount walls.] 
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הַבּהָנִים NIN) Miva‏ אומְרִים: אין ,,לא רַאִינוּ" 
TN‏ אֶלָא יוצָא Two ma?‏ 


זבחים 
יב/ה 


[ה] ON‏ הַנִּשְרָפִים וּשְעִירִים pwd‏ - 


MwA paw. oy 


pata 


PX ON} בְנָדִים;‎ pov TW mya pow 


:יד אברהם 


— וַחִכָמִים אוּמָרִים: IPN] ND, PR‏ רְאָיָה. 
But the Sages say: ‘We have not seen’ is‏ 
not a proof.‏ 

[The Sages contend that R’ Chanina’s 
statement, that he never saw a (flayed) 
hide being taken out to be burned, 
cannot be used to establish a halachic 
principle.] Perhaps in his days there was 
simply never an occurrence of an offer- 
ing being discovered to be a tereifah 
after zerikah and flaying (Rav; Rashi). 


Rather, it is‏ — אֶלָא may xxv‏ הַשָרְפָה. 
taken out to the place of burning.‏ 

Since the animal was obviously terei- 
fah (or disqualified) before flaying, the 


2 


ons — The bulls that are‏ הַנָּשְרָפִים 
burned‏ 

[The chatas for acommunal transgres- 
sion צַבּוּר)‎ Sw 7127 הֶעָלֶם‎ 19) and for the 
Kohen Gadol who sins כַּהַן הַמָּשיחַ)‎ 79), 
and the chatas offering brought by the 
Kohen Gadol on Yom Kippur are all 
bulls. Unlike the regular chataos (whose 
blood is applied to the outer Altar), the 
blood of these chataos is sprinkled in 
areas of the Sanctuary — in the Holy of 
Holies, towards the Curtain and on the 
golden Altar. The meat of these bulls, 
however, is not eaten; rather it is burned 
away from the Altar. The sacrificial parts 
are burnt upon the outer Altar like the 
sacrificial parts of all offerings (see Lev. 
4:5-12, 17-21; comm. to 5:2).] 


- וּשְעִירִים הַנּשָרָפִים‎ — and the he-goats 


that are burned — 
[As explained in mishnahs 5:1,2, the 
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hide too must be burned. The time of 
discovery, in the opinion of the Sages, is 
of no consequence (Rav, Rashi). 


The halachah is in accord with the Sages. 
Hence in regard to offerings, the hide is 
burned, and in a blemished bechor it must be 
buried (Gem. 104a as emended by Rashi). 

Rambam (Comm. and Hil. Bechoros 3:10, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 19:9), following his 
text of the Gemara, rules like R’ Akiva in 
regard to a blemished bechor, that the hide is 
permitted. In regard to offerings, however, 
he rules that the hide is burned. See Tos. Yom 
Tov here, and commentators to Rambam, 
specifically Mirkeves HaMishneh to Be- 
choros 3:10. 


communal chatas brought for the sin of 
idolatry is a he-goat (in addition to a bull) 
(Numbers 15:22-26). The communal, ‘in- 
ner’ chatas of Yom Kippur is also a 
he-goat (see Lev. 16:15,18,27). The offer- 
ing procedure for these he-goats is the 
same as for bulls which are burned, and 
their meat is also burned away from the 
Altar (see comm. to 5:2).] 


WIND poywa ow para — when they 
are burned according to their proper 
procedure, 

[Ie., when they have been offered 
properly and have not been disqualified, 
so that they are burned according to the 
Scriptural procedure decreed for these 
offerings that are burned. ] 


Ww maa poywa — they are burned in 
the place of ashes, 
The Torah states that these chataos are 
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when they are not burned according to their proper 


5 procedure, they are burned in the palace precinct, and 
they do not contaminate garments with tumah. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


laws stated in the context of burning 
inner chataos are not relevant.] 


M23 payw3 — they are burned in‏ הַבִּירָה, 
the palace precinct,‏ 

The Temple complex is referred to as 
the ma, palace. There were two places 
in the Temple complex designated for 
burning disqualified offerings. One place 
was in the Courtyard. Any offerings 
disqualified inside the Courtyard were 
burned at this site, whether they were 
disqualified before the zerikah or after it. 
Sifra to Lev. 1:16 states that this site was 
situated to the east of the Altar. The other 
place was outside the Courtyard, but still 
on the Temple Mount. Offerings dis- 
qualified after leaving the Temple Court- 
yard [or whose disqualification was first 
discovered then] were not returned to the 
Courtyard, but were burned in this 
second place of burning (Rav from Gem. 
104b)."" In the case of disqualified inner 
chataos, therefore, the offering was 
burned at one of these two places of 
burning, depending on where it became 
invalidated (see Rambam, Maaseh 
HaKorbanos 7:3,4). All told, there were 
three places at which these inner chataos 
might be burned — one when the 


offering was valid [outside Jerusalem] 
and two when it was disqualified [the 
two places of burning on the Temple 
Mount] (Gem. 104b; Rambam loc. cit.). 
We have translated בִּירֶה‎ palace, in accor- 
dance with the view of Resh Lakish (Gem. 
104b) that this term refers to the entire 
Temple, 1.6., the entire complex including the 
Temple Mount. We have followed Rav and 
Rashi in this respect. R’ Yochanan’s opinion 
is that a specific area on the Temple Mount 
was called בִּירָה‎ birah, and it was here that 
disqualified offerings were burned. Rambam 
(Comm. ) follows this latter view. However, it 
is not clear why, in R’ Yochanan’s view, the 
mishnah mentions only the birah in regard to 
burning the offering, and never mentions the 
area in the Courtyard designated for burning 
some disqualified offerings (see Keren Orah). 


DPN) — and they do not‏ מְטַמָּאִין בְּגָדִים. 
contaminate garments with tumah.‏ 
[The obligation to burn these offerings‏ 
does not now derive from the special law‏ 
stated in regard to inner chataos, but‏ 
rather on the general law to burn all‏ 
disqualified offerings. Hence the special‏ 
stringencies connected to the former law‏ 
burning at the place of the ashes and‏ — 
tumah-contamination of garments — do‏ 


not apply.] 


6. 


In addition to the people involved in the actual burning of the inner chataos, there 
are others who are rendered tamei because of their involvement. Those who carry the 
carcasses to the place of the ashes also become tamei. ‘So they [the Sages] taught based 
on the Oral Tradition: That one who carries bulls and he-goats which are burned, to 
take them out to the place of the ashes to burn them, is tamei; and he renders his 
garments tamei on a Biblical level [דין תוּרְה]‎ as long as he is involved in transporting 
them; and he requires immersion in a mikveh and the arrival of nightfall’ (Rambam, 
Hil. Parah 5:4; see his Comm. here; Gem. 105b, Sifra to Lev. 16:27 with Hagahos 
HaGra). The following mishnah will delineate the parameters of this facet of the law. 


1. The above is the view presented in a baraisa cited by the Amora Levi. However, Rav 
Nachman in the name of Rabbah bar Avuha differentiates between disqualified offerings on 
the basis of zerikah. If the disqualification occurred before the zerikah, the offering is burned 
in the Courtyard; if it occurred after the zerikah it is burned on the Temple Mount. Rambam 
(Maaseh HaKorbanos 7:3) accepts the view given in the commentary. 
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DPX) בְּבִיית הַבִּירָה,‎ paw jHnD psws 


זבחים 


oma מְטַמָאין‎ > 


יד אברהם 


his garments (Rav; Rashi)."! [The Torah 
says (Lev. 16:28(; בְּנָדָיו‎ DAD? וְהשרֶף אתֶם‎ 
... And the one who burns them shall 
wash (ie., immerse) his garments ... 
Wherever the verb p23», lit., shall wash, 
is used in the context of a process of 
purification from tumah, it refers to 
immersion in a mikveh (see Rashi to Lev. 
13:58).] Furthermore, wherever the Torah 
indicates that the garments of the person 
become tamei, it does not refer exclu- 
sively to the clothing he wore at the time 
he became tamei, but to any garment (or 
utensil) which he touches as long as he is 
in contact with the object which contam- 
inates him (Rav, Rambam Comm.; see 
Hil. Avos HaTumah 6:12).”! 

[An object which is a source of tumah is 
classified as an הַטָמְאָה‎ AX, av hatumah 
(source of tumah). An object contaminated 
by an av hatumah becomes a ,ראשון לֶטֶמְאָה‎ 
rishon letumah (or הַטוּמְאֶה‎ 12}, 16 child of 
tumah) — a first degree of (acquired) tumah. 
In general, an object in the category of an av 
hatumah has the power to further contami- 
nate persons, garments, utensils, or food- 
stuffs, thereby rendering them tamei in the 
first degree (rishon). Objects which are in the 
category of rishon (first degree of acquired 
tumah), however, can only contaminate 
foodstuffs, not persons, garments, or utensils. 
The tumah of a person involved in burning 
inner chataos is basically that of a rishon, and 
he can therefore not contaminate persons, 
utensils, or garments (such as the clothes he is 
wearing). However, while he is actually 
involved in the burning, he is endowed with 
the contaminating power of an av hatumah 
in regard to garments and utensils (but not 
persons).] 


Only one who provides aid during the 
burning (of the chataos) is tamei as one 
who burns the chatas, not the one who 
ignites the pyre”! or who builds it (Gem. 
106a). Examples of aiding are turning the 
meat on the fire, adding wood (while the 
chatas is burning), stirring the fire, or 
shoveling the embers (Rambam, Parah 
Adumah 5:4). 

Rashi )1068; Yoma 68b, s.v. (השורף‎ com- 
ments that the exemption from tumah for 
one who lights the pyre is only according to 
the opinion of R’ Shimon (mishnah 6) who 
exempts from tumah even one who carries 
the carcass; in his opinion there is tumah for 
involvement in the burning only after the 
fire has reached a majority of the carcass. 
Rambam obviously does not accept Rashi’s 
view, since he does not rule according to R’ 
Shimon and yet cites this statement of the 
Gemara as halachah. Rashi’s view is further 
questioned by Keren Orah, Sfas Emes, and 
Likutei Halachos (Zevach Todah). 


but when they‏ — וְאם PNW) [PX‏ כְּמִצְנָתֶן, 
are not burned according to their proper‏ 
procedure,‏ 

Le., they were disqualified [e.g., they 
were rendered piggul], so that they 
require burning because of the law which 
consigns all disqualified offerings to 
burning (Rav; Rashi; see Pesachim 82b). 
[In this case, the law which provides for 
burning inner chataos is no longer oper- 
ative, because it applies only to valid 
chataos. The obligation to burn the 
offering now derives only from the 
general obligation to burn all disqualified 
offerings. Consequently, all the special 


1. This tumah is stated in regard to the Yom Kippur offerings, but the Gemara 83a cites two 
ways by which to infer that this law applies to all the inner chataos (Tos. R’ Akiva). 


2. Rashi (to Bava Basra 9b, s.v. (טומאה בחבורין‎ holds that only the garments the person is 
wearing at the time he is in contact with that which contaminates him (in this case while he 
is involved in the burning) contract tumah, but not garments or utensils which he merely 


touches at that time. 


3. Sfas Emes and Likutei Halachos (in Zevach Todah) explain this to mean that the carcass is 
not yet on the pyre when he lights it; cf. Chazon Ish 8:21. 
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12 6. ‘They would carry them on poles. When those in 

6 front have emerged beyond the wall of the 
Courtyard, and those in the rear have not [yet] emerged, 
those in the front contaminate [their] garments with 
tumah, while those in the rear do not contaminate [their] 
garments with tumah until they emerge. When [both] 
these and those have emerged, both these and those 
contaminate [their] garments with tumah. Rabbi Shi- 
mon says: Neither these nor those contaminate [their] 
garments with tumah until the fire catches on to most of 
them; [and] once the meat has become charred, the one 
who burns [them] does not contaminate [his] garments 
with tumah. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


which the Tanna Kamma derives tumah 
for carrying the bulls and he-goats to the 
place of burning (see Gem. 105b, Rashi 
s.v. שמעון‎ ).] In his view there is no 
tumah for participation in the burning 
procedure until the time that the fire has 
reached the majority of the carcass. Thus, 
neither the one who carries the carcass to 
the place of ashes for burning, nor the 
one who begins to burn it, is rendered 
tamei unless he aids in its burning after 
the fire has reached the majority of the 
animal (see Sfas Emes and Likutei Hala- 
chos, Zevach Todah; this is clearly indi- 
cated by Rashi 106a, s.v. (השורף‎ 


vai ni — [and] once the meat has 
become charred, 

Once the meat is completely burned 
(Rav, Rashi) [even if it is not yet reduced 
to ashes (see Gem. 106a)]. 


YW PR — the one who‏ מְטַמָּא בְּנָדִים. 
burns [them] does not contaminate [his]‏ 
garments with tumah.‏ 

The Torah says (Lev. 16:28): yw 
onx, One who burns ‘them’, in regard to 
tumah. The term them indicates that 
tumah is effected only as long as they — 
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the burning offerings — are extant. R’ 
Shimon’s opinion is that once they have 
been charred, the offerings can no longer 
be considered in existence (Rav from 
Gem. 106a). 

The Sages, however, dispute this point 
with R’ Shimon and rule that tumah is 
effected even after the meat is charred, 
until the offerings are completely re- 
duced to ash (Gem. 106a). The halachah 
is in accord with the Sages’ view (Ram- 
bam, Hil. Parah 5:4; see Tos. Yom Tov). 

The tumah contracted by those who 
burn or carry the inner chataos is not due 
to any tumah intrinsic to the offerings. 
On the contrary, a person or garments 
coming in contact with the offerings 
themselves are not rendered tamei. The 
tumah of those who burn or carry the 
offerings is an extraordinary Scriptural 
decree הַכָּתוּב]‎ ny] (Rav; Rambam 
Comm. ). 

However, foodstuffs which come in con- 
tact with the offerings (during the time when 
they are effective in engendering tumah) are 
rendered tamei (Rambam Comm. from Gem. 
105a). In his Code (Parah 5:7), Rambam 
retracts this position and rules that even 
foodstuffs are not rendered tamei by contact 
with the offerings (see Kesef Mishneh there). 
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נוז THT‏ סוּבְלִין | אותֶם בְּמוטות. | יִצְאו 

mya nan? yin הָרַאשנִים‎ 
בְּגְדִים,‎ PROV OWN ANY? ְהָאַחָרונִים לא‎ 
INY? ANYW עד‎ OTS מְטַמָאִין‎ [PX DAT) 
וְאָלוּ מְטַמָּאִין בְּנְדִים. רַבִּי שְמָעון‎ PN APN] JX 
nywW TY OYA PROV [PX IPR) אומר: אֶלו‎ 
השורף מְטַמָא‎ pr הַבְּשָר,‎ 4D) yD הָאוּר‎ 
בֶגָדִים.‎ 


יד אברהם 


זבחים 
יב/ו 


ry — They would‏ סובְלִין אותֶם בְּמוטות. 
carry them on poles.‏ 

When the offering of the inner 
chataos was properly performed, they 
would carry the carcasses of the bulls and 
he-goats out of the Courtyard on poles 
[arranged parallel to each other like a 
litter] to burn them outside Jerusalem 
(Rav; Rashi). 


wy —‏ הָרָאשונִים חוּץ mind‏ הָעָזָרָה, 
When those in front have emerged‏ 
beyond the wall of the Courtyard,‏ 

[The Gemara (105b) infers from Bibli- 
cal allusions that those who merely carry 
the bulls and he-goats out to the place of 
burning become tamei, and that their 
tumah-contamination begins not from 
the time they exit Jerusalem, but from the 
moment they leave the Temple Court- 
yard.] 


axy? וְהָאַחָרונִים לא‎ — and those in the 
rear have not [yet] emerged, 

[Le., the entire carcass of the offering 
has already exited, but the carriers in the 
rear are yet within the Courtyard’s walls.] 


IWS DWNT הָרַאשונִים מְטַמְּאין בְּנָדִים,‎ 
שָיָּצְאוּ.‎ ty מְטַמָּאִין בְּנָדִים‎ - those in the 
front contaminate [their] garments with 
tumah, while those in the rear do not 
contaminate [their] garments with tu- 
mah until they emerge. 
[Since the latter have not yet gone out 
of the Courtyard, they have not yet 
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become subject to the tumah for carrying 
the bulls and he-goats that are burned.] 

The tumah of those in front takes 
effect only if the carcass has emerged 
from within the Courtyard’s walls. How- 
ever, if the carcass was itself (partly or 
mostly; see Tos. 104b, s.v. (שיצא‎ yet 
within the Courtyard, those in the front 
are also not tamei (Tif. Yis.; see Tos. 105a, 
S.V. .(או‎ 

Rambam seems to have a different expla- 
nation of the Gemara (see Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 19:3; Keren Orah to 104b-105a), 
according to which there is no basis for the 
principle that the carcass must exit in order to 
render the carriers tamei. See, however, 
Likutei Halachos (in Zevach Todah) who 
assumes that this is so even according to 
Rambam. 


AYN) YK RY? —‏ אלו IN)‏ מְטַמְּאִין בְנָדִים. 


> When [both] these and those have 


emerged, both these and those contami- 
nate [their] garments with tumah. 

[Once the rear carriers have emerged 
from the Courtyard, they too become 
subject to the tumah of carrying the 
offerings that are burned.] 


רַבִּי WIN TyRW‏ אֶלוּ IN)‏ אִינֶן מְטַמָּאִין 
Rabbi‏ = בְּנָדִים עד שָיִצֶת הָאוּר 1272 
Shimon says: Neither these nor those‏ 
contaminate [their] garments with tu-‏ 
mah until the fire catches on to most of‏ 
them;‏ 
[R’ Shimon disputes the exegesis by‏ 
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1. | ][ one slaughters and offers up [an offering] 


1 outside [the Temple], he is liable for the slaughter 
and liable for the offering up. R’ Yose HaGlili says: [If] 
he slaughtered [it] within [the Temple] and offered [it] 
up outside, he is liable; [but] if he slaughtered [it] outside 
and offered [it] up outside, he is not liable — since he 
has not offered up anything but a disqualified [offering] 
outside [the Temple]. They said to him: Even when one 


YAD AVRAHAM 


108b, and Sefer HaChinuch (439) clearly 
defines ,הַעַלְאָה‎ offering up, as burning.” 


Sy aN — he is‏ הַשְחִיטָה Sy wm‏ הָעָלִיָה. 
liable for the slaughter and liable for the‏ 
offering up.‏ 

Each of these acts is prohibited sepa- 
rately. The Torah in its injunction speci- 
fies both the prohibition of slaughter 
(Lev. 17:3-4( ישחַט... וְאֶל-פָּתַח אהֶל‎ AWK 
DP) הָאִיש הַהוּא‎ NIN... wad מועַד לא‎ 
,עַמו‎ ... who slaughters ... and did not 
bring it to the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting ... that man shall be excised 
from amidst his nation; and then repeats 
this injunction in regard to offering up 
(vs. 8-9): “9x7... או-זֶבַח‎ ayy אַשֶר-יַעָלָה‎ 
פֶּתַח אהָל מועָד לא יבִיאָנוּ . . . וְנַכְרַת הָאִיש‎ 
,הַהוּא מַעָמָיו‎ . . . who offers up an olah or 
sacrifice ... and does not bring it to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting... that 
person shall be excised from amidst his 
nation (Rav; Rashi). 


רַבִּי יוסִי הַגְלִילִי אומֶר: שָחַט DIA‏ וְהָעָלָה 
yina — R’ Yose HaGlili says: [If] he‏ חַיּב; 
slaughtered [it] within [the Temple] and‏ 

offered [it] up outside, he is liable; 

[R’ Yose concurs with the first Tanna 
that one incurs a separate liability for 
burning an offering outside the Temple. 
However, R’ Yose rules that there is 


liability for burning an offering outside 
the Temple only when the sacrifice was 
slaughtered inside the Temple, as the 
mishnah will explain.] 


- וְהָאָלָה בַחוּץ, פָּטוּר‎ pina שָחַט‎ — [but] if 
he slaughtered [it] outside and offered 
[it] up outside, he is not liable — 

If he slaughters the sacrifice outside 
the Temple, he is not liable to a chatas 
for offering up the sacrifice outside the 
Temple. He is, however, liable a chatas 
for the slaughter (Rambam Comm.). 


since he‏ — שַלא הֶעָלָה בַחוּץ אֶלָא ]13 פָּסוּל. 
has not offered up anything but a‏ 
disqualified [offering] outside [the Tem-‏ 

ple]. 

The prohibition against offering a 
sacrifice outside the Temple refers to 
sacrificial parts which are fit to be offered 
upon the Altar. As the Torah states (Lev. 
17:8-9): ... who offers ... and did not 
bring it to the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting ... indicating that the offered 
substance was something that should 
have been offered instead in the Taber- 
nacle [or Temple] (Rashi; see also 107a 
s.v. ,(אשכחן‎ [However, once the offering 
has been slaughtered outside the Court- 
yard, its sacrificial parts are no longer fit 
for burning on the Temple Altar. Conse- 


1. However, Aruch LaNer (to Yevamos 90b) points out that the prophet Elijah’s sacrifice at 
Mount Carmel (I Kings 18:19-40) is cited by the Gemara (there) as an example of prophetic 
sanction of a (temporary) transgression. Rashi explains that the prophet’s transgression 
consisted of offering up outside. Since it is clear that Elijah did not himself place the offering 
upon the fire, but rather implored God to send down fire from Heaven (vs. 33-38), it can be 
inferred that placing the parts upon the place of worship suffices (see there at length; cf. R’ 
Nachum Baruch Ginsberg, Mekor Baruch part 1, ch. 18). 
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זבחים 
יג/א 


by an השוחַט וְהַמַעָלָה בַחוּץ,‎ Ix! 
"aD My הַשְחִיטָה וְחַיָּב על‎ 

ina וְהָעָלָה‎ oa va! הַגְּלִילִי אומַר:‎ (OY 
xdw - בחוּץ, פָּטוּר‎ A2yM חְיָב; שָחַט בַּחוּץ‎ 
qx לו:‎ nx דָבֶר פָּסוּל.‎ NON הָעָלָה בַחוּץ‎ 


:יד אברהם 


Chapter 3 


The Torah (Lev. 17:1-10) prohibits bringing an offering outside the place 
designated for the offering service — the Beis HaMikdash [Holy Temple], or (in 
earlier periods) the Mishkan [Tabernacle] (see 14:5-7). The punishment for willful 
transgression of this prohibition is kares; when the transgression is unintentional, a 
chatas is required to atone for it (Kereisos 1:1-2). 

The prohibition refers only to consecrated offerings. One who offers up chullin 
(unconsecrated) animals, or even disqualified offerings, as sacrifices outside the 
Temple Courtyard is not subject either to kares or a chatas offering (see mishnah 
14:2,3, Rashi to Lev. 17:3). The prohibition is aimed at curtailing the sacrifice of 
consecrated offerings outside of the Temple, and does not bar a simulation of the 
avodah with chullin animals. 

There are two separate prohibitions involved in the ban on offering sacrifices 
outside the Temple — one for ,שְחִיטָה‎ slaughtering the offering, and one for ְהַעָלְאָה‎ 
offering it up, ie., burning the offering. Since these are distinct prohibitions, it is 
possible for a person to be liable a separate chatas for each transgression although 
both were committed during the same period of unawareness (ie., without realizing 
that making an offering outside the Temple is prohibited). 


+ 


[If] one slaugh-‏ — השוחַט וְהַמַעָלָה בַחוּץ, 


sion and one is liable to only one chatas for 


ters and offers up [an offering] outside 
[the Tempie], 

The Torah prohibits both the slaugh- 
ter and the offering of sacrifices outside 
the Temple (see Lev. 17:3,8). Thus, if one 
person performed both of these acts, he 
has violated two separate transgressions, 
and if his transgression was uninten- 
tional, he must atone with two chataos 
(Rav; Rashi). 

Had they been considered just different 
aspects of a single transgression, he would 
only be liable to one chatas. This is because 
the rule for inadvertent transgression [221W], 
1.6. an act performed while there was a lapse 
of awareness that the act was forbidden, is 
that multiple transgressions of a single prohi- 
bition which occur during one lapse of 
awareness are treated as a single transgres- 
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all the separate acts of transgression. If, 
however, the acts performed during one 
lapse of awareness are not repetitions of the 
same transgression, but different ones, two 
chataos must be brought. 

If the same transgression is repeated dur- 
ing two separate lapses of awareness, two 
chataos are necessary. The mishnah, how- 
ever, discusses an instance in which one 
slaughtered and offered during one הָעָלֶם‎ 
lapse of awareness. Therefore, the only 
reason he is liable to two chataos is because 
they are two distinct possibilities (Rav; 
Rashi). 


Offering up in this context refers to 
burning the sacrificial parts of the sacri- 
fice, and not just to bringing up the 
sacrificial parts to the place of burning. 
This is strongly indicated in the Gemara 
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slaughters within [the Temple] and offers [it] up outside, 


a as soon as he takes it outside [the Temple], he has 


disqualified it! 


5 person contaminated by tumah who ate either 

holy foods which were tamei or holy foods 
which were tahor, is liable. R’ Yose HaGlili says: [If] one 
who is tamei ate [that which is] tahor, he is liable; but 
[if] one who is tamei ate [that which is] tamei, he is not 


YAD AVRAHAM 


2. 


The following mishnah 018169565 from the topic of this chapter. It is placed here 
because the disagreement between R’ Yose HaGlili and the Sages which it features 
resembles the disagreement between these Tannaim in the previous mishnah (Rav; 


Rashi). 


Soxw טָמָא‎ — A person contaminated by 
tumah who ate 

[The Torah forbids a tamei to eat of 
offering meat, and punishes transgres- 
sions of this prohibition with kares (Lev. 
7:20-21, 22:3). Consequently, one who 
transgresses this prohibition unintention- 
ally incurs the obligation to bring a 
chatas. The chatas brought for this 
transgression is not a regular chatas but a 
variable chatas offering (1717719 ]2 7p), 
ie, one which varies according to the 
means of the one who must bring the 
offering. A person of ordinary means 
brings the regular chatas of a female 
sheep or goat in its first year. If he is too 
poor to afford the animal offering, he 
substitutes two birds, either young pi- 
geons or turtledoves, one as a chatas and 
the other as an olah. If he is completely 
indigent and cannot afford even birds, he 
brings a minchah- offering made of flour 
(see Lev. 5:1-13 with Rashi). 

The mishnah will discuss the status of 
a tamei who eats offering meat which 
has itself been contaminated with tu- 


mah. | 


20 קְדֶש טֶהור,‎ pai טָמָא‎ wp pa — either 


holy foods which were tamei or holy 
foods which were tahor, is liable. 

[The Torah lists two separate prohibi- 
tions in regard to eating sacrificial food 
in a state of tumah. One forbids a person 
who is tamei to eat sacrificial food that is 
tahor and one bars a person who is tahor 
from eating sacrificial foods that are 
tamei. The kares penalty (and therefore 
the chatas for unintentional transgres- 
sion) is meted out by the Torah to a 
tamei who eats an offering that is tahor. 
The penalty for a person who is tahor 
eating offering food that is tamei is 
malkus (lashes), but does not involve 
kares. Nevertheless, if the person was 
also tamei at the time he ate the tumah- 
contaminated sacrificial food, he is liable 
to the more severe kares penalty or a 
chatas. | 


רַבִּי יוסִי 772A‏ אומֶר: TY DaRW NY‏ חַיָּב; 
Yose‏ ₪ — וְטָמָא שָאָבָל טָמָא, Wd‏ - 
HaGlili says: [If] one who is tamei ate‏ 
[that which is] tahor, he is liable; but [if]‏ 
one who is tamei ate [that which is]‏ 
tamei, he is not liable —‏ 

[R’ Yose rules that there is no kares or 
chatas liability for a person who is tamei 


Eiger is thus at a loss to explain why the Sages question R’ Yose on these grounds, or why the 
Tanna Rabbi, who adduces a different argument, should disagree with R’ Elazar ben R’ 
Shimon’s distinction (Tos. R’ Akiva; see Keren Orah, Rashash and Sfas Emes). 
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quently, R’ Yose rules that there is no 
longer any liability for burning it out- 


side.] 


IPD וּמַעָלָה בַחוּץ,‎ wa אָמְרוּ לו: אַף הַשוחַט‎ 
hops שַהוצִיאו‎ -- They said to him: Even 
when one slaughters within [the Temple] 
and offers [it] up outside, as soon as he 
takes it outside [the Temple], he has 

disqualified it! 

[The Sages pointed out to R’ Yose that 
he too admits that one is liable for 
offering up outside the Temple an offer- 
ing which was slaughtered inside the 
Courtyard, as he stated above. Indeed 
this is how R’ Yose explains the Biblical 
injunction against burning an offering 
outside the Temple. Now in order to do 
so, the sacrificial parts must be removed 
from the Temple Courtyard and taken 
out to an altar outside the Temple. This 
immediately disqualifies them, so that 
even if they should now be returned to 
the Courtyard, they could no longer be 
offered on the Temple Altar.] Yet there is 
no question that if they are burned 
outside the Temple, the person offering 
them up is liable. 

Accordingly, the principle is estab- 
lished that disqualification because of 
being taken outside does not matter in 
regard to the prohibition of offering 
outside the Temple. Hence, one should be 
liable even for offerings which were 


slaughtered outside the Temple (Rav; 
Rashi). 


The Tanna Rabbi, however, suggests that 
R’ Yose would argue that a difference must 
be made~ between sacrificial substances 
which were never fit to be burnt on the 
Temple Altar, and those which were once fit 
but were disqualified later. If one offers 
substances that were never fit, such as 
offerings slaughtered outside the Temple, he 
is not liable for a chatas, inasmuch as these 
parts never became Altar material. However, 
the sacrificial parts of an offering slaugh- 
tered within are rendered fit for offering 
immediately after the slaughter, and there- 
fore one incurs the obligation to bring a 
chatas for offering them outside (Rav from 
baraisa cited by Gem. 108a). 

The Tanna R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon 
(baraisa ibid.) explains that R’ Yose’s distinc- 
tion is based on the fact that when an 
offering is slaughtered inside the Temple and 
it is then removed from the Temple, the 
sacrificial parts retain a minimal validity for 
the Altar despite their disqualification — if 
they are placed on the Altar they are not 
removed [1797 עָלוּ לא‎ ox). This is not the case 
for an offering slaughtered outside the Tem- 

le” 
. The Gemara )1078( adduces Biblical 
exegesis to back up the Sages’ position 
that one incurs a chatas even for offering 
the sacrificial parts of an offering slaugh- 
tered outside (Tos. Yom Tov). The ha- 
lachah follows the view of the Sages 
(Rav; Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 


18:5). 


1. R’ Akiva Eiger points out that mishnah 4 formulates a rule, seemingly accepted by all 
Tannaim, that one is liable for offering disqualified sacrificial parts if their disqualification is 
one which entitles them to remain upon the Temple Altar if they were illegally placed upon 
it. Accordingly, the difference noted by R’ Elazar ben R’ Shimon between the sacrificial parts 
of an offering which was slaughtered outside and one slaughtered within is clear. R’ Akiva 
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liable — since he has not eaten anything but that which 


3 is [already] tamei. They said to him: Even a person who 
is tamei who ate something which is tahor has rendered 
it tamei as soon as he touches it. But a person who is 
tahor who ate [holy food which is] tamei is not liable — 
for one is liable only for personal tumah. 


4 "TL here are stringencies to slaughtering over offering 
up, and to offering up over slaughtering. The 


YAD AVRAHAM 


dered tamei by coming in contact with 
an extraneous tumah, and meat rendered 
tamei by contact with the tamei person 
who is in the process of eating it (Rashi). 
This refutes R’ Yose’s position that the 
Torah refers only to meat which is 
tahor. | 

Actually, R’ Yose agrees in principle with 
the Sages that the prohibition also refers to 
meat which is tamei. His position concerns 
only meat which was tamei before the person 
became tamei. The Sages’ argument does not 
rebut R’ Yose’s actual position, and no 
rejoinder was necessary on his part (Ram- 
bam Comm.). 

The Sages, however, misunderstood R’ 
Yose’s position and assumed that he ex- 
empted the person from the chatas obliga- 
tion even when his personal tumah preceded 
the tumah of the meat. It was thought that R’ 
Yose drew an analogy to the parallel prohibi- 
tion for a Kohen who is tamei to eat terumah; 
just as the terumah prohibition refers only to 
terumah which is tahor (as derived from 
Biblical exegesis in Sanhedrin 83a), so too the 
prohibition on a tamei person who eats meat 
of sacrifices. It was to refute this analogy that 
the Sages made their argument (Tos. Yom 
Tov). 

- WP שָאָכַל טָמָא‎ TINY) — But a person 
who is tahor who ate [holy food which is] 
tamei is not liable — 

[This is not a continuation of the 
mishnah’s last statement, but of the 
mishnah’s opening statement: A 
tamei who ate ... is liable. But a person 


5 


WM —‏ בַּשְחִיטָה מִבְּעָלִיָה, mya‏ מִבַּשְחִיטָה. 
There are stringencies to slaughtering‏ 
over offering up, and to offering up over‏ 
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who is tahor who ate ... tamei is not 
liable.] 

The term 7109, not liable, refers in this 
context to kares and the obligation to 
bring a chatas — there is no kares or 
chatas liability for a tahor who eats 
sacrificial food that is tamei. He does, 
however, transgress the negative com- 
mandment (Lev. 7:19): And the [offering] 
meat which will touch anything which is 
tamei shall not be eaten. Consequently, 
he incurs the punishment of nin, 
lashes, for willful transgression of this 
prohibition (Rav; Rambam Comm. ). 


iad טוּמְאַת‎ Sy אֶלָא‎ an שָאִינו‎ — for one is 
liable only for personal tumah [lit., tu- 
mah of the body]. 

Liability for kares or a chatas is only 
for a person who is tamei, not for 
offerings that are tamei. The verse (Lev. 
7:20) which prescribes kares for a trans- 
gression of the ban against tumah uses 
the phrase roy ,הְטְמְאֶתו‎ while his tumah 
is upon him. The suffix vav in the word 
inxnv refers to him (the person), not it 
(the offering meat). This is indicated by 
the verse’s implication that the tumah 
spoken of can be lifted — ‘while’ the 
tumah is upon... Since only persons and 
utensils, but not food, can be purified of 
tumah, the pronoun must obviously refer 
to a person who is tamei (Rav, Rashi 
from Gem. 43a). 


slaughtering. 
[Although both these prohibitions are 
part of the general ban on sacrificing 
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eating offering food that is also tamei. ] 


since he has‏ — שַלא אָכַָל אֶלָא 127 טָמָא. 
not eaten anything but that which is‏ 
[already] tamei.‏ 

Le., only the prohibition against eating 
offering meat which is tamei need con- 
cern us. The prohibition barring a person 
who is tamei from eating offering meat 
is not in effect, and therefore no chatas 
obligation is incurred for it (Tif. Yis.). 

R’ Yose differentiates on the basis of 
the rule that אֶסוּר‎ Sy אַסוּר חָל‎ PR, a 
prohibition does not take effect upon a 
pre-existing prohibition. Since offering 
meat which is tamei may not be eaten 
even by a person who is tahor, meat 
which has become tamei before the 
person became tamei, has a pre-existing 
prohibition which will prevent the more 
stringent prohibition of the person’s tu- 
mah from taking effect in regard to it 
(Rav from Gem. 108a with Rashi). 

In light of the above, it is clear that in 
an instance in which the person became 
tamei before the meat did, R’ Yose agrees 
that a chatas obligation is incurred; in 
that case there would be no pre-existing 
prohibition on the meat to prevent the 
prohibition for personal tumah from 
taking effect. He disagrees only where 
the tumah of the meat preceded the 
person’s (Rav from Gem. 108a). 

The Sages (the anonymous first opin- 
ion), however, are of the opinion that the 
pre-existing prohibition of the meat can- 
not prevent the later prohibition of the 
person’s tumah from taking effect. In 
their view, an exception is made to the 
rule on superimposing prohibitions for 
the case of an 9913 790K, a more inclusive 
prohibition. A later prohibition, if it 
prohibits more objects than the pre-exist- 
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ing one, can take effect even upon the 
earlier prohibition. Therefore, the per- 
sonal tumah prohibition, which forbids 
the person to eat even offering meat 
which is tahor, takes effect on the 
pre-existing prohibition which con- 
cerned only the meat which is tamei. 

The logic for this exception is that since 
the later prohibition is not blocked from 
taking effect in regard to the other, not yet 
prohibited objects (e.g., other offering meat 
which is tahor), it obviously goes into force 
in regard to those objects. Once it takes 
effect, it does so even regarding an object 
which is already banned under a pre-existing 
prohibition (e.g., the meat which was previ- 
ously tamei). 

R’ Yose, however, does not accept an 
exception for a more inclusive prohibition, 
and holds that even in such a case a 
prohibition cannot be superimposed on an- 
other prohibition (Rav from Gem. 108a with 
Rashi and Tos.). 

The halachah is in accord with the 
Sages’ view (Rambam, Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 18:13). 


TK‏ לו: AN‏ טָמָא שָאָכַל yaa TP TT‏ בו 
They said to him: Even a‏ — טַמְּאָהוּ 
person who is tamei who ate something‏ 
which is tahor has rendered it tamei as‏ 
soon as he touches it.‏ 

The Sages argue that it is impossible 
for a person who is tamei to eat even 
something which is tahor without first 
rendering it tamei by contact with his 
mouth. Thus, in every case in which a 
person who is tamei eats offering meat 
he is in fact eating meat which is tamei. 
Thus it follows that the Torah’s kares 
punishment and obligation of chatas 
refer to a tamei person eating meat 
which is tamei. Surely one cannot differ- 
entiate between meat which was ren- 
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stringency of slaughtering [is] — that if one slaughters 


3 for a commoner he is liable, whereas one who offers up 
for a commoner is not liable. The stringency of offering 
up [is] — that two [people] who held a knife and 
slaughtered are not liable, [whereas if] they held the 
limb [of an offering] and offered it up they are liable. 

[If] one offered up and again offered up and again 
offered up, he is liable for every [act of] offering up; 
[these are] the words of R’ Shimon. R’ Yose says: He is 


YAD AVRAHAM 


The rule that a transgression performed by 
two people in tandem does not obligate either 
to a chatas is stated in regard to all acts for 
which one must atone with 8 chatas [nw 
mxwyw] (see Shabbos 10:5, 92b). However, 
there is a qualification: The general exemp- 
tion from the chatas obligation is in effect 
only when each person is able to perform the 
act by himself. When each person is unable 
to perform the act himself and must resort to 
the participation of a partner, both are liable 
to a chatas (ibid.). It is not clear whether the 
exemption regarding slaughtering outside 
the Temple resembles the general exemption 
in this regard, or whether it is more inclusive 
and exempts even if each was unable to do it 
himself. 

This question has its ramifications in 
regard to offering up too. If the exemption of 
two who slaughter together resembles the 
general exemption, and refers only to two 
people each of whom can perform the act 
himself, then the parallel liability in regard to 
offering up (see below) must also refer to 
such a case. This would result in a ruling that 
two who offer up sacrificial parts together 
are liable even if each could have done it 
himself. If, however, slaughtering differs in 
this regard from all chataos, and the exemp- 
tion stated for two participants refers even to 
an instance in which each is unable to 
perform the act himself, then the liability 
stated for two participants in regard to 
offering up would refer only to a case in 
which each was incapable of doing it him- 
self. Thus, the liability for a joint act in the 
case of burning sacrificial parts outside the 
Temple would not be an exception to the 
general rule for chatas-bearing transgres- 
sions, but would be merely an example of 
other transgressions in this regard, and no 
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chatas liability would be levied where each 
can offer up himself. Ritva (to Kiddushin 
43a) indicates that he assumes the first 
approach (Tos. R’ Akiva). 


[If] one‏ — הָעָלָה WN)‏ וְהָעָלָה WN)‏ וְהָעָלָה 
offered up, and again offered up, and‏ 
again offered up,‏ 

160 he burned different limbs of the 
offering over a period of time (Rav, 
based on the view of Resh Lakish in 
Gem. 108b). 


wan -‏ עַל כָּל Moy) my‏ 797 רַבִּי שמעון. 
he is liable for every [act of ] offering up;‏ 
[these are] the words of R’ Shimon.‏ 

[R’ Shimon considers even the acts of 
burning subsequent to the burning of the 
first limb transgressions of the ban 
against making an offering outside the 
Temple. Hence, there is a chatas liability 
for each separate act of offering up.] 

The mishnah must mean that a period 
of awareness separated each act of unin- 
tentional transgression from the act pre- 
ceding it (Rav; Rashi). ]16., after burn- 
ing one limb he was reminded of the 
prohibition of doing so outside the Tem- 
ple but then he forgot again and offered 
up another limb. This pattern was re- 
peated between the second and third acts 
of burning. Since each transgression oc- 
curred during a separate loss of aware- 
ness, there is a separate chatas liability 
for each transgression. Repeated acts of 
transgressions performed during a single 
lapse of awareness, however, would all 
be treated as one extended transgression 
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outside the Temple, each of them pos- 
sesses a stringency which does not apply 
to the other, as the mishnah will now 
explain. ]} 


apn — The‏ בַּשְחִיטָה - שָהַשוחָט לְהָרִיוט 
stringency of slaughtering [is] — that if‏ 
one slaughters for a commoner‏ 

Le., one slaughtered an offering out- 
side the Temple without intending the 
slaughter to be for offering purposes. 
Rather, his sole purpose was to slaughter 
the animal so that someone could eat its 
meat (Rav; Rashi). 


an — he is liable, 

[Although he did not intend it to be a 
sacrifice, he is nevertheless liable for 
slaughtering the offering outside the 
Temple.] Regarding slaughter outside the 
Temple the Torah remarks (Lev. 17:4): 07 
qv DT לָאִיש הַהוּא‎ awn?, it shall be 
considered blood {i.e., like murder] for 
that person, he has spilled blood. The 
phrase that person is superfluous, and is 
therefore interpreted as ... it shall be 
considered blood even if performed for 
that person [or any other person] -- 6 
he is liable even if his intentions were 
non-sacrificial. 


ws לְהָדִיוט‎ Ty) — whereas one who 
offers up for a commoner is not liable. 

If he burns the sacrificial parts of the 
offering on an altar outside the Temple 
in honor of a person, he is not liable to a 
chatas for having violated the ban on 
offering up sacrificial parts outside the 
Temple (Rav). 


Rav implies that there may, however, be 
other chatas liabilities. Indeed, Rashi states 
that for offering up to a person one incurs, if 
the act was unintentional, a chatas for 
idolatry. Tosafos, however, disagree, point- 
ing out that the mere act of offering up toa 
person is not, per se, idolatry, as long as one 
does not worship the person as a deity. 

In regard to offering up sacrificial parts 
outside the Temple the Torah says (Lev. 
17:9): אתו להי‎ niwy, to make it [ie., offer it 
up] to HASHEM (Rav; Rambam Comm. ),"!| 
thereby indicating that there is liability only 
if he intended to burn the parts as an offering 
to Hashem, not for other purposes. 


WwW) PIvA שָאֶחַזוּ‎ DW — Mya WIN 
פְּטוּרִים,‎ — The stringency of offering up 
[is] — that two [people] who held a knife 
and slaughtered are not liable, 

In regard to slaughtering the Torah 
states (Lev. 17:4): ... it shall be consid- 
ered blood for that person. The superflu- 
ous words that person indicate that only 
one person can be liable because of one 
act of slaughtering (Rav from Gem. 
108a). 


pan וְהָעָלוּהוּ‎ taxa wg — [whereas if] 
they held the limb [of an offering] and 
offered it up they are liable. 

The passage in the Torah which deals 
with the prohibition to burn sacrificial 
limbs on an altar outside the Temple 
opens with the words (Lev. 17:8): איש‎ 
... ,איש‎ every man, literally, a man, a 
man. The repetition of the word man 
serves to indicate that every partner in 
the act of transgression is liable (Rav 
from Gem. 108a). 


1. This Biblical source is used in the Gemara (108b) according to R’ Yose’s view. Different 
exegetical proofs are used for the Sages’ view. Rambam seemingly sets aside the Biblical proof 
adduced by the Gemara in favor of one he holds to be simpler (Lechem Mishneh to Maaseh 


HaKorbanos 18:16). 
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liable only once. 


4 One is not liable unless he brings it to the top of an 
altar. R’ Shimon says: Even if he offered [it] up on a rock 


or a stone, he is liable. 


4. Wieether [they were] offerings which were fit, or 
offerings which were unfit whose invalidation 
was in the Holy, if one offered them up outside [the 


Temple], he is liable. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


reflect a view other than Resh Lakish (see 
Tos. Yom Tov and ed. Kafich). It is not clear, 
however, which of the views presented in the 
Gemara is adopted by Rambam as halachah. 
See Keren Orah, Mishneh LaMelech and 
other comm. to Maaseh HaKorbanos 19:11).] 


One‏ — וְאִינו an‏ עַד שָיָעָלֶָה לֶראש הַמִּזְבָּחַ. 
is not liable unless he brings it to the top‏ 
of an altar.‏ 

{In order to be classified as an act of 
offering up outside the Temple, the 
sacrifice must be burned on top of an 
altar.] The Torah relates (Gen. 8:20) that 
when Noah offered up his sacrifice after 
the flood he built an altar, [indicating 
that an altar is essential to the act of 
offering up] (Rav from Gem. 108b). 

The Tosefta (Korbanos 12:1) adds in R’ 
Yose’s name that a pyre must also be 
arranged. Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 


19:1), however, does not mention this detail. 


רַבִּי Jiynw‏ אומָר: אָפִילוּ הָעָלָה youn Sy‏ או 
Sy — R’ Shimon says: Even if‏ הָאָבֶן, חַיָּב. 
he offered [it] up on a rock or a stone, he‏ 

is liable. 

‘R’ Shimon points out that Manoach, 
Samson’s father, offered sacrifice on a 
cliff (Judges 13:19), and that Scripture 
refers to this as ,הַעָלְאָה‎ offering up (Gem. 
108b). 

rock, refers to the outcropping of‏ ,סְלַע] 
bedrock from the ground. ]3x, stone,‏ 
refers to a rock that has broken off.]‏ 

The halachah is in accord with R’ Yose 
in both of the positions presented by him 
]1.6., in the case of repeated offerings and 
in the matter of whether an altar is 
necessary] (Rambam Comm.; see 
Maaseh HaKorbanos 19:1,11). 


4. 


Whether [they were]‏ -- אֶחָד DW Ip‏ כְּשָרִין, 
offerings which were fit,‏ 

{Liability for offering up a sacrifice 
outside the Temple applies only to sacri- 
fices that were fit to have been offered on 
the Temple Altar at the time they were 
offered outside it. Thus, it obviously 
applies to offerings which were fit — ie., 
those that were not in any way disquali- 


fied.] 
WPA T2109 MAY פּסוּלִין‎ OW Jz וְאֶחָר‎ — or 
offerings which were unfit whose invali- 


dation was in the Holy, 
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In mishnah 9:2 it was learned that there 
are some offerings which though they 
have been disqualified from being placed 
on the Altar are nevertheless not removed 
from it if they have been placed on it. The 
mishnah there defined this class of offer- 
ings as those whose invalidation was in 
the Holy. These include sacrificial parts 
which were left overnight or taken 
outside the Courtyard, offerings whose 
service was performed with an intent to 
consume it outside of its place or beyond 
its time (Rav), chatas and pesach- 
offerings which were slaughtered for a 
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יוּסִי WIN‏ אִינו WN‏ אֶלָא IPN) ON‏ חַיָּב עַד 
שִיעָלָה לראש הַמִזְבָּחַ. רַבִּי שמעון YON WIN‏ 


זבחים 
לגד 


הָעָלָה y200 ay‏ או עַל הָאָבָן, 0 


[ד] ow RZ TIX‏ כְּשָרִין, mwa? InN)‏ 
פְּסוּלִין | MAW‏ פְסוּלֶן WIP‏ 
וְהקְרִיבֶן בַּחוּץ, חַיב. 
יד אברהסם 


with liability to just one chatas. 6 
preface to chapter and comm. to mishnah 


1[ 


DIK MY 727 - R’‏ אִינו חַיָּב NON‏ אַחַת. 
Yose says: He is liable only once.‏ 

R’ Yose is of the opinion that only 
when the entire offering still exists is 
there liability for offering up one of its 
limbs. Therefore, there can only be 
chatas liability for burning the first limb. 
The subsequent transgressions occur 
when the whole offering no longer 
exists, so that there is no chatas liability 
for them. The disagreement between R’ 
Yose and R’ Shimon centers around the 
interpretation of the word ,אתו‎ it, in the 
verse which defines the prohibition of 
offering up sacrificial parts outside the 
Temple (Lev. 17:9): and he does not bring 
it to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting 
to make ‘it’ to HASHEM. R’ Yose sees the 
pronoun it as referring to the entire 
offering, thereby limiting the liability to 
burning a limb from an offering that is 
still complete. 

R’ Shimon, on the other hand, feels 
that it can refer to single limbs of the 
offering as well. Accordingly, there is no 
Scriptural source for limiting the liability 
for burning to an offering that is still 
complete. Nevertheless, even according 
to R’ Shimon the verse at least teaches 
that if one offers up part of a whole limb, 
and later offers the remainder of the 
limb, he is not liable (Gem. 108b, accord- 
ing to Resh Lakish, as explained by Tos. 
s.v. .(אבל‎ 
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[The above represents the interpretation of 
the mishnah given by the Amora Resh 
Lakish (which is adopted by Rav for his 
commentary). The Gemara (108b) also cites 
other interpretations of the dispute between 
R’ Shimon and R’ Yose. R’ Yochanan ex- 
plains their dispute to concern burning parts 
of a single limb at different times. Both agree, 
however, that one is liable for each time he 
burns a complete limb [because both agree 
that the verse’s pronoun it refers to the 
individual limbs, not the offering as a whole; 
Rashi]. Their dispute concerns partially con- 
sumed limbs that were ejected from the 
Temple Altar and were then taken outside 
the Temple to complete their burning. R’ 
Shimon’s view is that since partially burnt 
limbs ejected from the Altar must be replaced 
on it to complete their burning despite their 
incompleteness (see above, mishnah 9:6), 
they are not excluded by the verse’s limita- 
tion of liability to something complete. In R’ 
Shimon’s view, the limitation applies only to 
limbs of offerings slaughtered outside (or 
even those slaughtered inside but which 
were not at all offered up upon the Altar in 
the Temple). R’ Yose, on the other hand, does 
not make this distinction. 

The Gemara also cites the interpretation of 
Ulla who explains that both agree that there 
is liability for burning the remainder of limbs 
partially consumed on the Temple Altar. 
Their dispute concerns only limbs whose 
partial destruction does not owe to their 
being upon the Temple Altar. [According to 
yet another version, Ulla agrees with R’ 
Yochanan’s interpretation.] 

As noted above, Rav based his commen- 
tary on Resh Lakish’s interpretation. In this, 
he followed the prevalent editions of Ram- 
bam’s Comm. However, Rambam later re- 
tracted and emended his Commentary to 
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One who offers up an olive’s volume of an olah 


4 offering and of the sacrificial parts outside [the Temple] 
is liable. The kometz, the frankincense, the incense, the 
minchah-offering of Kohanim, the minchah- offering 
of the Anointed Kohen, and the libation minchah -offer- 
ing — if one offered up an olive’s volume of one of 
them outside, he is liable. R’ Elazar exempts unless he 


YAD AVRAHAM 


upon the Altar (it is supposed to be eaten) so 
that one is not liable for burning it outside the 
Temple (Gem. 109a with Rashi; see mishnah 
14:3). Keren Orah asserts that emurin from 
two separate offerings can also not be com- 
bined to make up the minimum needed for 
liability for offering up a sacrifice outside the 
Temple. 

[The mishnah has stated that an olive’s 
volume of sacrificial material from an 
animal offering is sufficient to establish 
chatas liability for burning a sacrifice 
outside the Temple. The mishnah will 
now list a number of sacrificial materials 
regarding which there is disagreement 
whether an olive’s volume suffices. ] 


MIs וּמִנְחַת‎ NPT AIPM הַקמֶץ,‎ 
— הַמָּשִיחָ, וּמִנְחַת נְסָבִין‎ WD nomi — The 
kometz, the frankincense, the incense, 
the minchah-offering of Kohanim, the 
minchah-offering of the Anointed Ko- 
hen, and the libation minchah-of fering — 

[See above 4:3 for definitions of these 
terms. The kometz mentioned here refers 
to the part removed from an Israelite’s 
minchah- offering; the remainder of the 
offering is eaten by the Kohanim (when 
the kometz has been offered properly). 
Consequently, only the kometz, but not 
the remainder, can be considered in a 
discussion about liability for offering up 
sacrificial matter outside the Temple, as 
we have just learned. The minchah- 
offerings of a Kohen or Kohen Gadol, 
however, are burnt in their entirety; the 
mishnah therefore refers to the entire 
minchah. 

[See further (mishnah 6) if both the kometz 
and the frankincense of a minchah-offering 
must be offered up in order to be liable.] 
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YIN MID TI) TKD APY — if one‏ חַיָב. 
offered up an olive’s volume of one of‏ 
them outside, he is liable.‏ 

One is liable for burning just an olive’s 
volume of these substances outside the 
Temple even though if they had been 
offered in the Temple they would not 
have been valid unless all of the kometz, 
incense, Kohen’s minchah- offering, etc., 
had been burnt on the Altar, not just an 
olive’s volume (see Rashi). 

This ruling does not contradict the 
view of R’ Yose (mishnah 3) that the 
prohibition against burning an offering 
outside the Temple refers only to a 
complete offering. R’ Yose agrees that as 
long as the entire offering is in existence, 
one is liable for offering up a mere 
kezayis (olive’s volume) of it. His position 
is only that once the sacrificial portion no 
longer exists in its entirety, there is no 
longer liability for offering any part of it 
outside the Temple (Tos. 108b, s.v. 95x; 
cf. Kesef Mishneh to Maaseh HaKor- 
banos 19:11; see Mishneh LaMelech there 
p. 58 of the prevalent Warsaw-Vilna ed. 
s.v. ודע‎ and ;וראיתי‎ Tos. R’ Akiva §105). 


R’‏ — רַבִּי אֶלְעָזֶר פּוטֶר עַד ANP W‏ אֶת בָּלו. 
Elazar exempts unless he offers up all of‏ 
it.‏ 

R’ Elazar agrees that the minimum 
necessary for liability for offering up is a 
kezayis. Thus one who offers up a 
kezayis of an olah is liable, as stated 
earlier in this mishnah. However, R’ 
Elazar draws a distinction between an 
animal offering, whose atonement is 
effected by the blood avodah, and offer- 


ings whose essential avodah is being 
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הַמַעָלָה MID‏ מן הָעוּלָה וּמן הָאַמוּרין בַּחוּץ 
yap an‏ וְהַלְבוּנָה, וְהַקְטרָת, nay‏ כּהָנִים, 
now‏ כהן הַמָשִיחָ, papi nom‏ - שַהקריב 
TN‏ מִהֶן MD‏ בַּחוּץ, חַיּב. רַבִּי אֶלְעָזֶר Wis‏ 


זבחים 
יג/ד 


יד אברהם 


designation other than their own (Ram- 
bam Comm.) and the others stated 
above (9:2). The mishnah will now teach 
that the liability for offering up sacrificial 
parts outside the Temple extends to these 
disqualified offerings as well. 


2 yma וְהַקְרִיבֶן‎ — if one offered them 
up outside [the Temple], he is liable. 

The criterion which determines kares 
and chatas liability for offering up 
sacrificial parts outside the Temple is 
whether the said parts have acceptance 
within the Temple. Obviously, this refers 
to parts from valid offerings, but it also 
includes parts from invalidated offerings 
whose invalidation was in the Holy, ie., 
those which are not to be removed from 
the Altar once they have been placed on 
it; these too are considered to have 
acceptance within the Temple, and one is 
consequently liable to a chatas for offer- 
ing them outside it (Rav; Rashi). 

The Biblical basis for this is the verse 
(Lev. 17:9( וְאֶל-פֶתַח אהָל מועַד לא יִבִיאָוּ‎ 
,לְעַשות אתו להי‎ and he does not bring it to 
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting to 
make it to HASHEM. This indicates that 
one is liable only for an offering which 
can be sacrificed to HASHEM (Rav; 
Rambam Comm.). The Gemara (109a; 
see also Sifra to Lev. 17:9) cites the 
beginning of the verse — and he does not 
bring it to the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting — as the Biblical basis for the 
mishnah’s ruling.] 


[This rule concerns only offerings which 
were slaughtered within the Courtyard. Of- 
ferings which were slaughtered outside are 
obviously not acceptable for burning within, 
yet one is liable for offering their sacrificial 
parts outside the Temple, as stated in mish- 
nah 1 (according to the Sages). See further 
(mishnah 7) for the rule in regard to liability 
for offerings which were slaughtered out- 


side.] 


הַמַּעָלָה M19‏ מן הָעוּלָה pa‏ הָאִימוּרין בַּחוּץ, 
am -- One who offers up an olive's‏ 
volume of an olah offering and of the‏ 
sacrificial parts outside [the Temple] is‏ 

liable. 

Le., of an olah and its sacrificial parts 
(emurin). The olive’s volume consisted of 
half an olive’s volume each of the olah’s 
limbs and its emurin — ie., the parts of 
the animal which in any other offering 
would be the parts burnt on the Altar. 
Since both the limbs of an olah and its 
emurin should be offered up on the 
Altar, they can be combined to make up 
the minimum amount of offering mate- 
rial necessary to be liable for making an 
offering outside the Temple (Rav from 
Gem. 109a). 

Rav and Rambam’s version of the mishnah 
reads וּמְאִימוּרִיהָ‎ and of ‘its’ sacrificial parts, 
clearly indicating the ruling inferred by the 
Gemara from this segment (see also Shitah 
Mekubetzes 81(.[ 

The mishnah implies that only the meat of 
an olah can be combined with its emurin, but 
not the meat of a shelamim with its emurin. 
The meat of shelamim is not fit to be accepted 


1. The criterion, its invalidation was in the Holy, in regard to the non-removal of disqualified 
offering parts from the Altar is held as an absolute rule only by R’ Shimon (9:2). R’ Yehudah 
maintains that three offerings are an exception to this rule, as stated there. Our mishnah 
should not be taken as an indication that R’ Shimon’s view is favored over the (halachically 
accepted) view of R’ Yehudah. Even according to R’ Yehudah the rule stated here is generally 
true. He merely holds (based on Biblical exegesis) that the three cases listed there are exceptions 
to the rule by Scriptural decree. See above mishnah 7:5 (s.v. (זה הכלל‎ for various definitions of 


the term invalidation in the Holy. 
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13 offers up all of it. [If] one offered up any of these inside 

4 [the Temple], but left over an olive’s volume and offered 
that up outside [the Temple], he is liable. [If] any of 
these became diminished even slightly and one offered 
them up outside [the Temple], he is not liable. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Eliezer concurs that, in this case offering 
up a kezayis outside the Temple is 
sufficient for liability (Rashi). 


jaw וְכְלֶם שֶמֶסְרוּ כָּל‎ — [If] any of these 
became diminished even slightly 

[Either the offering was deficient ini- 
tially,] or a part of it was lost or burned (in 
a non-sacrificial mode) before the rest was 
offered up for burning outside the Tem- 
ple (Rav; Rashi). 

[The measure of flour necessary for the 
smallest minchah- offering is an issaron 
—a tenth of an ephah (the volume of 43.5 
eggs). For libation minchah- offerings the 
size of the offering varies according to the 
type of animal offering it accompanies 
(see Numbers 15:1-9). The kometz (both 
of flour and frankincense) obviously 
varies with the size of the hand of the 
Kohen who performs the kemitzah. The 
measure of the daily incense offering was 
a 075, pras, the weight of half a maneh 
)50 zuz/dinars), approximately 240 
grams or 8.4 02.(,[ 

However, regarding the frankincense, 
we find in Menachos (11a; see mishnah 
there 1:3) that a deficiency from the 
requisite amount does not disqualify the 
offering. According to R’ Shimon it is 
valid if even one kernel remains while R’ 


Yehudah holds that at least two are 
required. There are two possibilities: (a) 
The pronoun they in this segment refers 
to all the offerings listed above except 
frankincense; or (b) The term deficient as 
it applies to frankincense refers to a 
deficiency below the minimums stated by 
R’ Shimon and R’ Yehudah in Menachos 
(Rashi). 


them up outside [the Temple], he is not 
liable. 

A deficient minchah-offering or its 
kometz is invalid and may not be offered 
upon the Altar (Rav; Rashi; see Mena- 
chos 3:5, 27a). Consequently, there is no 
chatas liability for offering these offer- 
ings outside the Temple, in accordance 
with the rule (stated earlier in this 
mishnah) that one is liable only for that 
which is accepted inside the Temple 
(Rashi). 

[Accordingly, it makes no difference 
whether the offering was initially made in a 
deficient state outside the Temple, or 
whether it was initially offered inside the 
Temple and a part was then brought out of 
the Temple for burning there”! The only 
exception to this is the diminishing that 
results from that which is burnt on the 
Temple Altar, as explained above.] 


1. When part of the offering was initially burned inside and the remainder was then offered 
up outside there is disagreement between R’ Yishmael and R’ Akiva (Gem. 107a) whether a 
deficiency that occurred to the remaining part exempts the offering from kares and a chatas. 
It may be that the obligation to return partially burned offerings to the Altar qualifies the 
burning of the remainder to be considered ‘offering up’ despite the additional deficiency. 
Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 19:1; see Mishneh LaMelech there) rules like R’ Yishmael that 


there is no liability even in this case. 
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PW) בַּפָנִים,‎ Ja pW אֶת כַּלו. וְבְלֶם‎ AP WwW IY 
כָּל‎ MonwW בחוּץ, חַיָּב. וְבָלֶם‎ JAPA ND Wa 


זבחים 
וה 


YIN JI IPT [IW‏ פָטוּר. 


PAIN יד‎ 


burnt on the Altar, such as the offerings 
listed here. For the former, it is sufficient 
to offer up just a kezayis outside the 
Temple in order to incur liability; in the 
case of the latter, however, the act cannot 
be categorized as ‘offering up’ unless they 
are offered in their entirety (Rav; Rashi). 
R’ Elazar bases his position on the fact 
that in the case of non-blood offerings, 
unless the entire part designated for 
burning has been placed upon the Altar 
fires, the owner has not discharged his 
obligation. He reasons, therefore, that 
offering up less than that amount is not 
considered an act of offering up, and 
there is consequently no liability for 
doing so outside the Temple. 

The Sages, though they agree with the 
basic premise that in these non-blood 
offerings the entire part designated for 
burning upon the Altar must be offered 
up in order to validate the offering, do not 
accept R’ Yose’s corollary that burning 
less than the full amount is not considered 
‘offering up.’ The mishnah in Menachos 
(3:4) rules that a kometz need not be 
offered up in one act. Even if it was 
divided in two and burnt in two install- 
ments the minchah-offering is valid, 
provided that each part contained at least 
a kezayis (Gem. there 26b). It can be 
assumed that this is true for all the 
non-blood offerings. Hence, the act of 
burning even a part of these offerings 
qualifies as an act of offering and one is 
therefore liable for doing so outside the 
Temple (Rashi). 


mp2 שְהַקְרִיבֶן‎ 02>} — [If] one offered up 
any of these inside [the Temple], 

[If any of the offerings listed above (the 
kometz, frankincense, etc.) were initially 
offered up on the Altar in the Temple 
Courtyard as required.] 
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YTD JQ PAI MTD בָּהֶן‎ Ww) — but left over 
an olive’s volume and offered that up 
outside [the Temple], 

]]6 all of the kometz, incense, or 
Kohen’s minchah- offering was burnt on 
the Temple Altar except for a kezayis. 
This remaining kezayis was then taken 
out of the Courtyard and offered up 
outside.] 

[The remainder being offered outside must 
be at least a kezayis because offering up less 
than an olive’s volume does not qualify as an 
act of offering.] 


he is liable.‏ — חַיָב. 

Since the kezayis offered outside com- 
pletes what would have been the essen- 
tial burning of the offering, it qualifies as 
an act of offering (Rav; Rashi). 

[This cannot be compared to one who 
offers a kometz which is deficient (as in the 
case of one who offered up and offered up 
again in mishnah 3) where R’ Yose rules that 
since the second act of offering is performed 
with a deficient offering, it is exempted from 
liability. In the present case, the rest of the 
kometz was properly burnt on the Temple 
Altar, so that what remains is still subject to 
Altar-burning. Burning part of an offering 
outside the Temple, however, even on an 
altar, does not differ essentially from burn- 
ing part of an offering without benefit of 
any altar, and it therefore renders the re- 
mainder of the offering defective. Conse- 
quently, there is no liability (in R’ Yose’s 
view) for offering any more of that offering.] 

Even R’ Elazar concurs that in this case 
one is liable for burning this last kezayis. 
His position is that in order to be liable for 
offering outside the Temple one must 
offer up all that is essential for validating 
this offering inside. When the entire 
kometz (or minchah) has already been 
burnt inside except for a kezayis, that 
kezayis constitutes the entire essential 
offering that remains. Consequently, R’ 
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5. | | | one offers up offerings and their sacrificial parts 


5 outside [the Temple], he is liable. A minchah-of- 
fering whose kometz had not been separated and one 
offered it up outside [the Temple], he is not liable. [If] 
one separated its kometz and the kometz [then] found 
its way back into it, and he offered it up outside [the 


Temple], he is liable. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


is invalid, just as an animal offering whose 
blood spilled from the animal’s neck to the 
floor is invalid (see above 2:1). Indeed, the 
Gemara (83b) states that a kometz which was 
not consecrated again may not be offered up 
on the Altar, and if offered up it must be 
removed.Thus it surely does not meet the 
criterion of being acceptable within the 
Temple (see mishnah 4). One is led to the 
conclusion that with the words mynp1 xdw, 
its kometz was not separated, the mishnah 
means that the kometz was not rendered fit 
for offering up. This includes both a min- 
chah whose kometz was not separated at all, 
and one whose kumetz was separated but not 
consecrated again.] 

Rambam (Comm.; see Maaseh HaKor- 
banos 19:5) explains the point somewhat 
differently. When one offers up a minchah 
whose kometz has not been separated his act 
cannot be viewed as offering up the minchah 
together with its kometz — which would be 
comparable to offering up the meat together 
with its emurin. The emurin are an identifi- 
able entity even while they are still attached 
to the meat of the offering, whereas the 


kometz before being separated is unidentifi- 
able (Comm. ed. Kafich). (Clearly, according 
to Rambam, once the kometz has been 
separated and is identifiable, it can be com- 
pared to emurin, and one is liable for offering 
it up even if it has not yet been consecrated 
again. It is not clear, however, how this can 
be so, since such a kometz is not yet fit for the 
Temple Altar.] 


AIIM AN? AYP WT ADP‏ בַּחוּץ, 
[If] one separated its kometz and‏ — חִיב. 
the kometz [then] found its way back‏ 
into it, and he offered it up outside [the‏ 
Temple], he is liable.‏ 

[Since the kometz was separated, it 
remains valid and fit to be offered even if 
it becomes mixed in with the remainder 
of the minchah.""] The Mishnah (Mena- 
chos 3:3) rules that if a kometz was mixed 
in with the remainder of the minchah, 
one may not offer up the entire minchah 
upon the Altar, but if one did so the 
owner has discharged his obligation 
(Rav; Rashi).”! 


1. As explained earlier, the term nynp3, its kometz was separated, may include even the 
reconsecration of the kometz so that it is perfectly fit for offering up upon the Altar (see above, 
$.v. ,8651665.(והקריבה בחוץ‎ the act of returning the kometz to the sacred vessel which holds the 
rest of the minchah, could itself serve as the consecration of the kometz (if it is done by a 
Kohen). 


2. The Gemara (110a) asks why the principle of ana 5wa, nullification in the majority, is not 
a consideration. Since the majority of the mixture — the remainder of the minchah — is not 
fit for the Altar and is therefore not under the ban of offering up outside, it should nullify the 
minority substance — the kometz — and render the entire mixture exempt from the 
prohibition of an outside offering. The Gemara resolves this by adducing Biblical exegesis to 
demonstrate that such a mixture should be treated as a mixture of ,עולין‎ substances which 
must be offered up. Such substances are not subject to nullification because of the rule that bass 
אֶת וָה‎ mI ,עולין מְבַטֶלִין‎ sacrificial substances do not nullify one another (see comm. to 8:9). 
Despite the fact the remainder of the minchah is not actually a sacrificial substance — it is 
consumed by the Kohanim — it is viewed as such in regard to nullification. The Gemara 
adduces Scriptural inferences to justify the classification of the minchah’s remainder asa 
sacrificial substance in this respect. 
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נה] 27707 קָדָשים וְאַמוּרִיהֶם ying‏ 
חַיָב. מִנְחָה שָלא וִקְמְצָה 


זבחים 
יג/ה 


ADIN? AZ WUT] AYP Ww ְהקְרִיבָה בּוּץ,‎ 
JT וְהַקרִיבָה בַּחוּץ.‎ 


:יד אברהם 


[If] one‏ -- הַמַּקָריב DWIP‏ וְאָמוּרִיהֶם בַּחוּץ, 
offers up offerings and their sacrificial‏ 
parts outside [the Temple],‏ 

]16., he offered on an altar outside the 
Temple the meat of the offering — 
which should have been eaten — to- 
gether with its sacrificial parts (emurin) 
which should have been burnt on the 
Temple Altar. As we learned above, one 
is liable for offering outside the Temple 
only those parts of a sacrifice which are 
valid for burning inside the Temple.] 


an — he is liable. 

He made the offering while the meat 
and the emurin were yet attached. Nev- 
ertheless, he is liable to a chatas because 
of the emurin. The fact that the meat 
interposes between the sacrificial parts 
and the illegal altar at the time the 
offering is placed on it is not a factor. 

Actually myx, interposition, can 
conceivably have an effect on the valid- 
ity of Altar-burning. The Torah specifies 
in regard to an olah offering (Lev. 1:8): 
... DID אַת‎ ODT PO וְעָרְכוּ בְּנִי‎ 
עַל-הָאָש‎ wk ,צַלדְהָעָצִים‎ And the sons of 
Aaron, the Kohanim, shall arrange the 
pieces ... on the wood which is on the 
fire. This indicates that sacrificial parts 
must be placed directly upon the burning 
wood pyre; a bona fide interposition 
between the emurin and the Altar pyre 
would be a barrier to the fulfillment of 
this directive. Accordingly, it should also 
prevent liability for burning on an altar 
outside the Temple. The reason it does 
not is because of the general rule that מין‎ 
אִינו חוצץ‎ 1393, an object is not consid- 
ered to interpose in regard to its own 
kind. Thus, meat cannot be considered 
an interposition between the emurin 
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(which are also in the category of meat) 
and the pyre — whether inside the 
Temple or outside it (Rav from Gem. 
110a with Rashi). 


nynpi x>w מִנְחָה‎ — A minchah-offering 
whose kometz had not been separated 
The separation of the kometz in a 
minchah-offering corresponds to the 
slaughter of an animal offering (Gem. 
13b); just as slaughter renders the blood 
of the animal fit for reception and 
throwing, so kemitzah renders the 
kometz fit for burning upon the Altar 
(see General Introduction). Thus, the 
kometz which is contained in the min- 
chah-offering is not yet fit to be burnt 
on the Temple Altar as long as the 
avodah of kemitzah has not yet been 
performed. ] 
avg וְהַקְרִיבָהּ בַּחוּץ,‎ — and one offered it 


up outside [the Temple], he is not liable. 

[Although when he burns the entire 
minchah-offering he certainly burns the 
flour which would have become . the 
kometz, he is nevertheless not liable for 
offering it outside the Temple.] Since 
before kemitzah the minchah-offering is 
not fit to be offered within the Temple, 
one who offers it up outside does not 
incur liability (Rav; Rashi). 

[Even after a kometz has been separated 
from the minchah it must be consecrated 
again by being placed in another sacred 
vessel before it is considered fit for the Altar. 
(This is in addition to the consecration the 
entire minchah receives by being placed in a 
sacred vessel prior to kemitzah; see General 
Introduction). The additional consecration 
corresponds to receiving (kabbalah) the 
blood of an animal offering, and one should 
assume therefore that without it the minchah 
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6. he kometz and the frankincense of which one 


6 offered up one of them outside [the Temple], he is 
liable. R’ Elazar exempts [from liability] until he offers 
up the second one. [If he offered] one within [the 
Temple] and another outside [it], he is liable. [The] two 
spoonfuls of frankincense of which one offered up one 
of them outside [the Temple], he is liable. R’ Elazar 
exempts [from liability] until he offers up the second 


YAD AVRAHAM 


liable] Since offering up the second 
component completes the avodah of the 
minchah’s offering, he is liable for of fer- 
ing even this one component (Rav; 
Rashi). (Here, too, R’ Elazar follows his 
previously stated view that one is liable 
for even less than the whole of the 
essential offering, if the part offered up 
outside completes the avodah of offering 
up (see mishnah 4).] 

[Perhaps here, too, a novel concept is 
presented. A distinction could have been 
drawn between the case of our mishnah and 
the one in mishnah 4. It could have been 
argued that only where the part performed 
outside the Temple is done with a substance 
like that offered up inside can the two parts 
combine to be reckoned a complete offering. 
Thus, while there is liability for burning 
outside the Temple the last kezayis of a 
libation minchah-offering that has been 
offered on the Temple Altar (the case of 
mishnah 4), there would be no liability when 
one offered the kometz of a minchah inside 
and its frankincense outside. Since the two 
parts of the offering are intrinsically differ- 
ent, it could be argued that they can never 
combine when one was offered outside and 
the other inside, and one would therefore not 
be liable for the part done outside. The 
mishnah clarifies this point and asserts that 
no such distinction should be drawn.] 


[The] two spoonfuls of‏ — שנִי בְזִיכִי לְבונָה 
frankincense‏ 

[Twelve loaves of bread were placed 
each week on the Shulchan (Table) 
which stood in the Holy. These were 
known as the ,לְחֶם הַפָּנִים‎ panim breads. 
They were arranged on two racks, six to 
a rack, with two spoonfuls of frankin- 
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cense placed alongside, one for each rack. 
When the twelve loaves were replaced 
each Shabbos, the outgoing breads’ 
frankincense was offered up on the Altar 
(see Lev. 24:5-9). Since the two spoonfuls 
of frankincense are the only component 
of this offering to be burnt on the Altar, 
they correspond to the kometz and 
frankincense of a regular minchah- of- 
fering; in this case the burning of just the 
frankincense effects the acceptance of 
the panim bread and renders the breads 
permissible for eating by the Kohanim. ] 


of‏ — שָהקְריב אֶת אֶחָד מָהָן בַּחוּץ, חַיָב. 
which one offered up one of them‏ 
outside [the Temple], he is liable.‏ 

[Here again the Sages are consistent 
with their earlier view that there is 
liability for offering up just part of a 
sacrificial substance (in this case the one 
spoonful of frankincense).] 

[Here too it is reasonable to assume that 
even an olive’s volume suffices (see above, 
S.V. [,(שהקריב את אחד‎ 


R’‏ — רַבִּי אֶלְעָזֶר Ty Wis‏ שַָיִקְרִיב NX‏ הַשָנִי. 
Elazar exempts [from liability] until he‏ 
offers up the second [spoonful].‏ 

[R’ Elazar too is consistent with his 
earlier ruling. ] 

[Perhaps here too the mishnah wishes to 
forestall an erroneous conception. One could 
have been misled into assuming that each 
spoonful of frankincense renders the breads 
in its rack permissible, so that each is a valid 
offering by itself (see Gem. 110a where the 
Gemara ponders a similar question in regard 
to kometz and frankincense). The mishnah 
precludes such a misconception and clarifies 
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We TS אֶת‎ AMPA AM PPT oO 
בַּחוּץ, חַיָב. רַבִּי אֶלְעָזֶר פוטֶר עַד‎ 


זבחים 
Wn‏ 


שָיִקָרִיב אֶת TN] 93 TS WT‏ בּחוּץ, חַיָּב. 
PAY ANI? ITI WwW‏ אֶת TMS‏ מַהֶן בַּחוּץ, 
חַיָּב. 727 אֶלְעָזֶר WIP‏ עַד PW‏ אֶת “WI‏ 


יד אברהם 


This situation is thus analogous to the first 
case of the mishnah, concerning emurin 
which were offered together with the meat 
of the offering, in which the rule that מִין‎ 
חוצץ‎ wx 1293, an object is not considered to 
interpose regarding its own kind removes 


any question of interposition [חָצִיצָה]‎ In this 
case too, the remainder of the minchah can 
not be considered to interpose between the 
Altar and the kometz (see Tos. to Menachos 
7a, s.v. ;בי‎ cf. Keren Orah and Mitzpeh 
Eisan). 


6. 


The kometz and the‏ — הַקָמֶץ וְהַלְבונָה 
frankincense‏ 

[Most minchah-offerings include 
some frankincense. When offering the 
kometz of flour, the frankincense too 
must be offered (see comm. to 4:3). The 
offering of both the kometz and the 
frankincense of the minchah- offering 
are necessary to effect its acceptance and 
to render the remainder permissible for 
eating (see Menachos 3:5).] 


of‏ — שהקריב אֶת WW‏ מָהָן בּחוּץ, חַיָב. 
which one offered up one of them‏ 
outside [the Temple], he is liable.‏ 

[Although both substances are essen- 
tial components of a minchah-offering, 
one need not offer up both outside the 
Temple before incurring liability. The 
anonymous Tanna of this mishnah — 
the Sages — is consistent with the view 
in mishnah 4 that one is liable for 
_ offering up just an olive’s volume of a 
sacrificial substance outside the Temple, 
even when the acceptance of the offering 
in the Temple would require offering up 
the entire substance. Here too, although 
both substances are necessary for accep- 
tance, one is liable for offering up even 
one of the two substances.] 

{It is reasonable to assume that it is 
sufficient to offer up even an olive’s volume 
of one of them, as stated in regard to the 
substances listed in mishnah 4. The language 
of the mishnah — offered up one of them — is 
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crafted in this way to point out that R’ Elazar 
exempts from liability even if one of them 
was offered up in its entirety.] 


WH אֶת‎ ITP W Ty Wis רַבִּי אֶלְעָזֶר‎ — R’ 
Elazar exempts [from liability] until he 
offers up the second one. 

R’ Elazar is consistent with his view in 
the earlier mishnah that the entire 
amount necessary for the acceptance of 
the offering must be offered up before 
one is liable for making an offering 
outside the Temple (Rav; Rashi). 

[This segment of the mishnah seems to be 
a mere reiteration of the disagreement be- 
tween R’ Elazar and the Sages in mishnah 4. 
Perhaps it is meant to forestall the erroneous 
argument that where there are two separate 
matirim (permitting substances), the offering 
of each matir itself is considered an act of 
offering for which there is liability even 
according to R’ Elazar. To preclude this, the 
mishnah states clearly that there is no liabil- 
ity in the case of offering a two-part matir 
unless both parts have been offered.] 


[If he offered]‏ — אֶחָד oa‏ וְאֶחָד בַּחוּץ, 
one within [the Temple] and the other‏ 
outside [it],‏ 

Le., he first offered either the kometz 
or the frankincense on the Temple Altar 
and then proceeded to offer up the other 
component outside the Temple (Rav; 


Rashi). 


he is liable.‏ — חַיּב. 
(R’ Elazar concurs that in this case he is‏ 


[330] 


13 


[spoonful]. [If] he offered up one [spoonful] within [the 


6 Temple] and the other outside [it], he is liable. [If] one 
throws some of the blood outside [the Temple], he is 
liable. R’ Elazar says: Even one who pours the water of 
the Festival on the Festival outside [the Temple] is liable. 
R’ Nechemiah says: [If] one offered up the remainder of 
the blood outside he is liable. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


(yp .(הַלְכָה לְמַשָה‎ Consequently, it is 
not considered an avodah in regard to 
the prohibition on offering outside the 


Temple (Rav from Rambam Comm.) 


Rav based his commentary on an early 
version of Rambam’s Commentary. Ram- 
bam later revised the Commentary and 
added that all agree that one is liable for 


log — equal in volume to the wine 
libation (see Rashi)?! 

The Gemara (110b) infers from R’ 
Elazar’s language — water of the Festi- 
val — that he considers the liability to be 
for even a minimal amount. R’ Elazar’s 
opinion regarding the water libation is 
that no minimum is stated for it (or that 


pouring three log — the requisite amount for 
the parallel wine libation (see Numbers 
15:1-16; Succah 4:9) — of water outside. It is 
only in regard to less than three log that R’ 
Elazar and the Sages disagree, based on 
whether the libation is Biblical in origin or 
not. The difficulties in this interpretation are 
obvious, as pointed out by Tos. Yom Tov. 


Alternatively, even the Sages agree 
that there can be liability for making a 
water libation. However, the Sages re- 
quire that the water libation be of three 


perhaps the minimum is the relatively 
small log measure), and water libations 
are not to be derived from the wine 
libations in this regard. 


YAND TI IPA OP רַבִּי )7797 אומָר: שִיָרִי‎ 
חַיָּב.‎ — R’ Nechemiah says: [If] one 
offered up the remainder of the blood 
outside [the Temple], he is liable. 

The blood which remains in the sacred 
vessel after the zerikah has been per- 


1. Rav and Rambam’'s interpretation is based on Yerushalmi (Succah 4:6)), as pointed out by 
Keren Orah. The Gemara (110b) has a different interpretation, as explained further in the 
commentary. Rambam’s position that a distinction is made between what is stated explicitly 
in the Torah and what is known through exegesis based on the thirteen hermeneutical rules 
and the Oral Tradition going back to Moshe is elaborated on by him in his Sefer HaMitzvos 
(Shoresh Sheni; see comm. there). Rambam consistently calls laws which are based on such 
exegesis סופְרִים‎ "721, words of the Sages (see, e.g. Hil. Ishus 1:2). This does not mean that these 
laws are less valid than those found explicitly in the Torah; it is merely that they belong toa 
different level of Torah, and that the rules stated in regard to Torah — which to Rambam 
implies the explicit written Torah — do not apply to them (see, e.g., Hil. Shechitah 5:3, and at 
length in R’ Shimon Duran’s, Zohar HaRakia, Shoresh 2; see also R’ Yerucham Fishel Perla in 
Sefer HaMitzvos of R’ Saadia Gaon vol. 1, p. 18-20). Here, too, if the water libation is 
considered to have Torah status, it is included in the Torah’s injunction against offering up 
(which includes pouring a wine libation outside). If, however, the water libation is based only 
on the Oral Tradition, it is not included in the injunction, since that injunction is part of the 
explicit Torah, which does not as a rule refer to matters found in the Oral Torah (see Hagahos 
Tziyun Yerushalayim to Yerushalmi Succah 4:6). 


2. Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 19:3) rules that one who pours a water libation consisting 
of three log (but not less) is liable. This contradicts his Commentary as printed in the prevalent 
editions, where he asserts that only according to R’ Elazar is one liable for water libations, but 
that this is not the accepted halachah. It is, however, consistent with the revised version 
quoted by Tos. Yom Tov and in the R’ Yosef Kafich edition of the Comm. (see footnote above). 
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אֶחָד TW} OIA‏ בַּחוּץ, חִיָב. הַזורַק מִקְצֶת 
דָּמִים yma‏ חַיָּב. רַבִּי אֶלְעָזֶר אומָר: eM ON‏ 


זבחים 
Vn‏ 


מִי חַג בָּחְג בַּחוּץ, חַיָּב. TIM} 7D‏ אומָר: שַיָרִי 
JP PAW OF‏ בחוּץ, חַיָב. 


יד אברהם 


that the offering of both spoonfuls is neces- 
sary to permit any bread.] 


[If] he‏ — אֶחָד בַּפְנִים וְאֶחָד בַּחוּץ, חַיּב. 
offered one [spoonful] within [the Tem-‏ 
ple]and the other outside [it], he is liable.‏ 
(R’ Elazar concurs in this case for the‏ 
same reason he did in the case of the‏ 
kometz and frankincense.]}‏ 


prim — [If] one‏ מִקָצָת דָמִים בַּחוּץ, חַיָב. 
throws some of the blood outside [the‏ 
Temple], he is liable.‏ 

The passage in Leviticus chapter 17 
which prohibits sacrificing outside the 
Temple specifies only slaughter and of- 
fering up (burning on an altar). The 
Gemara (107a), however, cites Biblical 
sources for the liability for throwing the 
blood of an offering outside the Temple 
as well.” 

In this case, even R’ Elazar agrees, since 
even one application of an offering’s blood 
suffices to validate it (see mishnah 4:1). Even 
in the case of an inner chatas, in which all the 
applications are essential to the validity of 
the offering (mishnah 4:2, 5:1,2), one applica- 
tion outside the Temple effects liability. Had 
this one application been made inside and the 
rest of the blood would then have been lost, 
another animal would have been slaughtered 
and its blood would have been used to 
complete the applications — but the applica- 
tion already made (in the opinion of R’ Elazar 
— see Yoma 5:7) would not have been 
repeated. Thus, the single application has its 
own validity and a corresponding applica- 
tion made outside warrants liability (Gem. 
110b). 


ַבִּי אָלְעָזֶר WIN‏ אַף WIT‏ מִי חַג AND‏ בּחוּץ, 
vn — R’ Elazar says: Even one who‏ 
pours the water of the Festival on the‏ 
Festival outside [the Temple], is liable.‏ 
On the Succos festival the tamid‏ 
offering is accompanied by a twofold‏ 
libation — the regular wine libation and‏ 
a special water libation (see Succah 4:9).‏ 
If one poured the water which had been‏ 
drawn for the purpose of this libation‏ 
[and duly consecrated in a sacred vessel‏ 
for this purpose (see Succah 4:9, Gem.‏ 
there 49b-50a; Rashi here 1098, sv.‏ 
outside the Temple, he‏ [(שלשת לוגין מים 
is liable (Rav; Rashi). [The Gemara‏ 
(109a) adduces Biblical proof that pour-‏ 
ing libations outside causes one to incur‏ 
liability. It appears that this too is viewed‏ 
as a sort of ‘offering up.’ Hence, there is‏ 
no question that one is liable for pouring‏ 
a wine libation outside (see baraisa cited‏ 
in Gem. 109a). The novelty of R’ Elazar’s‏ 
statement is that he makes one liable‏ 
even for water libations, as explained‏ 


further.] 


[The language of the mishnah indi- 
cates that R’ Elazar’s position is disputed 
by the other Sages, although the mish- 
nah does not say so explicitly.] R’ Elazar 
holds that the water libation has Biblical 
sources (see Gem. 110b); therefore, one is 
liable for performing this service outside. 
The Sages, however, are of the opinion 
that there is no Biblical source for this 
service — rather it is part of the Oral Law 
transmitted by God to Moshe at Sinai 


1. However, throwing the blood is not considered a separate, third prohibition of the ban on 
sacrificing outside the Temple; rather it is subsumed under one of the other two. There is a 
dispute between the Amoraim R’ Abahu and Abaye as to whether it is subsumed under 
slaughter or burning. According to all opinions though, if a person slaughtered, threw the 
blood, and offered up the emurin of an offering outside the Temple while unaware that he 
was transgressing a prohibition, he is liable to only two chatas offerings, since all told there 
are only two negative commands [x4] in the Torah regarding this subject (Gem. 107b). 
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7. | |£] one performed melikah תס‎ a bird within [the 


7 Temple] and offered [it] up outside, he is liable; 
[but if] one performed melikah [on it] outside [the 
Temple] and offered [it] up outside, he is not liable. [If] 
one slaughtered a bird [offering] within [the Temple] 
and offered [it] up outside, he is not liable; [but if] he 
slaughtered [it] outside [the Temple] and offered [it] up 
outside, he is liable. It follows that the method which 


YAD AVRAHAM 


Therefore, one cannot be liable for burn- 
ing its meat since it is an offering not ‘fit 
for offering within the Temple’ (Rav, 
Rashi). 

This is not comparable to an animal 
offering being slaughtered outside, for 
which one is liable if he burns it outside 
despite its invalidation for being slaugh- 
tered outside the Temple (mishnah 1). In 
the case of an animal, the only barrier to 
its acceptance within the Temple is the 
disqualification resulting from being 
slaughtered outside — and since the 
Torah explicitly decrees that one is liable 
for burning such an offering outside the 
Temple, it is evident that the Torah 
disregards the invalidation of ‘outside’ 
insofar as the liability for making an 
offering outside is concerned. However, 
when a bird offering is slaughtered 
outside the Temple through melikah, 
there is automatically an additional dis- 
qualification of neveilah which attaches 
to the bird’s meat, quite apart from the 
sacrificial disqualification due to its me- 
likah outside. This disqualification is not 
inherent in the prohibition of slaughter- 
ing outside (since the bird could be 
slaughtered with a knife as shechitah; 
see below), so that there is no Biblical 
basis to disregard it (Rav, Rashi). 

Not only is there no liability for 
offering up the meat, there is no liability 
even for the melikah itself. The Torah 
(Lev. 17:3) specifies shechitah (slaughter 
with a knife performed from the front of 
the neck) for this prohibition: vow Wk 
בַּמַחֶנֶה‎ ..., who [shechitah-] slaughters 
...in the camp. Melikah, even if it were 
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generally valid as a method of slaughter 
for birds, would still be excluded by this 
term from liability for offering outside 
the Temple (Rashi, see Gem. 1078( 


הַשוּחַט אֶת הָעוף בְּפְנִים וְהָעָלֶה בַחוּץ, פֶּטוּר; 
[If] one slaughtered a bird [offering]‏ — 
within [the Temple] and offered [it] up‏ 

outside, he is not liable; 

[Ie he slaughtered the bird offering 
inside the Temple, but instead of using 
melikah as prescribed, he slaughtered the 
bird by the regular method of shechitah, 
cutting through the front of its neck with 
a knife.] Since shechitah-slaughter dis- 
qualifies a bird offering from acceptance 
within the Temple, there is no liability 
for subsequently offering the meat of 
that bird outside the Temple. This dis- 
qualification is extraneous to the disqual- 
ification caused by being brought outside 
and there is therefore no reason to 
disregard it in connection with the prohi- 
bition of offering up outside the Temple 
(Rashi). 


[but if] he‏ — שָחַט yina‏ וְהָעָלָה בַחוּץ, חַיָב. 
slaughtered [it] outside [the Temple] and‏ 
offered [it] up outside, he is liable.‏ 

If he transgressed unintentionally he is 
liable to two chataos, one for the slaugh- 
ter and one for the offering up. The 
Gemara (107a) adduces Biblical infer- 
ences that one is liable for shechitah- 
slaughtering bird offerings outside the 
Temple. Furthermore, there is Biblical 
exegesis (Gem. 107a, 119b) to teach the 
principle that one is liable for offering up 
outside whatever offering he was liable 
for slaughtering outside (Rashi). 
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yina nbym mapa הָעוף‎ ny PWT om 
בַּחוּץ וְהָעָלָה בחוּץ,‎ p29 חַיָּב;‎ 


זבחים 
וג/ז 


פֶּטוּר. השוחַט אֶת הָעוף mapa‏ וְהֶעָלָה ana‏ 
פּטוּר; שְחַט בּחוץ וְהָעָלָה yang‏ חַיָב. נִמְצָא THT‏ 


יד אברהם 


formed is termed ,שִירִים‎ remainder; it 
must be poured out upon the base of the 
Altar. Pouring out the remainder, how- 
ever, is not an essential avodah (mishnah 
5:1-3). Hence, it is not viewed as a 
component of the zerikah, and not in- 
cluded in the prohibition against throw- 
ing the blood of an offering outside 
(Gem. 111a)."! The mishnah, however, 
speaks of the remainder of an inner 


chatas’ blood, and it is R’ Nechemiah’s 


7. 


opinion that pouring out the remainder 
of an inner chatas’ blood is essential (see 
Gem. 52b). Consequently, he views this 
avodah as a component of the zerikah, 
and subject to kares and chatas liability 
for doing so outside the Temple (Rav 
from Gem. 111a). 

The halachah is not in accord with R’ 
Nechemiah’s view (Rambam Comm. 
and Maaseh HaKorbanos 19:4; see above 
5:2). 


In mishnah 1 of this chapter the rule was set forth that there is no liability for 
offering up an offering outside the Temple unless the offering would at the same time 
be accepted on the Temple's Altar. Although the Sages disputed that ruling in regard 
to the disqualification resulting from being outside the Temple, they too accept it in 
regard to ali other disqualifications (see also mishnah 4). The following mishnah 
points out the ramifications of this rule in regard to bird offerings. 


— הָמולק אֶת הָעוף ya‏ וְהָעָלָה בַחוּץ, חַיָב; 
[If] one performed melikah on a bird‏ 
within [the Temple] and offered [it] up‏ 
outside, he is liable;‏ 

[Having performed melikah on the 
bird within the Temple, he is liable for 
offering up its meat on an altar outside 
the Temple (if it is a bird olah). Since the 
bird was melikah-slaughtered in the 
Temple Courtyard — where melikah is 
the prescribed form of slaughter — the 
bird has been properly slaughtered, and 
one is therefore liable for offering its 
meat on an altar outside the Temple.] 


ws yina וְהָעָלָה‎ yma p29 — [but if]one 
performed melikah [on it] outside [the 
Temple] and offered [it] up outside, he is 
not liable. 


[Melikah, when performed on a bird 
which is not an offering, renders it 
neveilah (unkosher carcass). The method 
of melikah has no validity as a form of 
slaughter in any context other than the 
sacrifice of a bird offering, and it is no 
better in regard to removing the classifi- 
cation of neveilah than wringing the 
birds’ neck (see preface to mishnah 7:3([ 


Melikah gains validity only when 
performed in the context of the Temple 
service, when it is effective as the spe- 
cially decreed form of avodah for a bird 
offering (see 7:5-6). Where it is performed 
outside the Temple, it has no function as 
a valid avodah (since an offering cannot 
be slaughtered outside the Temple), and 
the bird is consequently a neveilah. 


1. Obviously, it is not permissible to throw the blood outside, since the Torah commands that 


it be poured on the 


base of the Altar. However, it is not included in the negative 


commandment (and kares penalty) concerning outside offerings. 


משניות / זבחים — פרק יג: השוחט והמעלה 


]334[ 


13 


renders it fit within [the Temple], exempts it from 


7 liability outside [it]; [and] the method which renders it 
fit outside [the Temple], exempts it within. R’ Shimon 
says: Anything which renders one liable when [per- 
formed] outside, also renders one liable when. 65 
counterpart was [performed] within and [the parts were 
later] offered up outside — except for one who 
slaughters within and offers up outside. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


not render the offering totally unaccept- 
able within. R’ Shimon is consistent with 
his view (mishnah 9:2) that an offering 
which was slaughtered at night, al- 
though it is disqualified and may not be 
offered on the Altar, may not be taken 
down from it if it was placed upon it [ox 
ty לא‎ ny]. The minimal acceptance 
upon the Altar is sufficient to meet the 
criterion of ‘acceptance within,’ as mish- 
nah 4 has taught. 

R’ Shimon’s statement imputes to the 
first Tanna an unstated opposition to his 
ruling. Indeed, the Gemara indicates (as 
Rashi explains) that there is 8 line 
missing from the first Tanna’s ruling: 13) 
וְהָעָלָה בחוּץ,‎ ma בְּהַמָה בְּפְּנִים‎ vow 
וְהָעָלָה בחוּץ, חַיָּב.‎ 19°22 pina פָטוּר; שָחַט‎ 
Similarly, [if] one slaughters an animal 
within [the Temple] at night, and offers 
it up outside [the Temple], he is not 
liable; but if he slaughters outside [the 
Temple] at night and offers it outside, he 
is liable. The first Tanna follows R’ 
Yehudah’s view (9:2) that offerings 
slaughtered at night must be removed 
from the Altar, so that this disqualifica- 
tion does not meet even the most mini- 
mal requirement for acceptance within; 
consequently, one is not liable for offer- 
ing it up outside. To this R’ Shimon 
responds that one is liable in both cases, 


as explained above (Rav from Gem. 111b 
with Rashi). 


YIN. וּמַעָלָה‎ ODA חוּץ מן הַשוחַט‎ — 
except for one who slaughters within 
and offers up outside. 

160 except for one who slaughters a 
bird inside the Temple using shechitah, 
and then offers it up outside the Temple. 
R’ Shimon concurs in this case that there 
is no liability for offering the bird 
outside, despite the fact that had he done 
everything outside he would have been 
liable for both the shechitah and the 
offering (Rav from Gem. ibid.). The 
reason for this is that a bird offering 
which was slaughtered inside by the 
method of shechitah must be removed 
from the Altar even according to R’ 
Shimon. Since the prescribed method for 
killing the offering is melikah, slaughter 
by shechitah is considered equivalent to 
merely garroting the bird (as far as 
validating the offering). Thus it must be 
removed from the Altar just as an 
offering which died a natural death must 
be removed (Tos. Yom Tov citing Tos. 
111b s.v. .(השוחט‎ [Since it lacks minimal 
validity for the Altar even according to 
R’ Shimon, he too agrees that there is no 
liability for offering it up outside the 
Temple.] 


animals is valid at night (Rav, Rambam Comm. and Maaseh HaKorbanos 18:17 with Lechem 
Mishneh). The first criterion is also met since the offering should be brought to the Temple 
during the daytime and slaughtered as a valid offering (Rashi; cf. Tos. 111b s.v. .(השוחט‎ 
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הֶכְשָרו מִבְּפְנִים, פטוּרו בַּחוּץ; דָּרֶך הָבְשָרו בַּחוּץ, 
פְּטוּרו בִּפְנִים. 727 שמְעון אומָר: כָּל yoy prow‏ 


זבחים 
יג/ז 


בַּחוּץ, Dy pI‏ כַּיוצָא בו wyynw oa‏ בַחוּץ 
- חוץ ya‏ הַשוחָט mapa‏ וּמַעָלֶה בַחוּץ. 


יד אברהם 


It‏ - נִמְצָא TI‏ הֶכְשָרו מִבְּפְנִים, Mw‏ בַּחוּץ; 
follows that the method which renders it‏ 
fit within [the Temple], exempts it from‏ 
liability outside [it];‏ 

[The mishnah now summarizes the 
previous rulings in a simple rule.] The 
Gemara (111b) comments that the word 
W517, fit, should be understood as ,חיוּבו‎ 
fit for liability. Le., the method of killing 
the bird inside the Temple which causes 
one to be liable for subsequently offering 
its meat up outside the Temple — 
exempts the offerer if it is done outside 
the Temple. The method which causes 
liability when performed within the 
Temple is melikah, as stated earlier — if 
one performed melikah within the Tem- 
ple and it offered up outside, he is liable. 
The same method — melikah — if used 
outside exempts from liability for subse- 
guently offering up its meat (Rav; 
Rashi). 


NWI WI — [and] the‏ בַּחוּץ, פְּטוּרו בַּפָנִים. 
method which renders it fit outside [the‏ 
Temple], exempts it within.‏ 

The method which when performed 
outside the Temple causes liability for 
subsequently offering up its meat is 
shechitah, as stated earlier. If this method 
was employed within the Temple, one is 
not liable for subsequently offering up its 
meat outside (Rav; Rashi). 

The Gemara rejects the obvious interpreta- 
tion of הָכְשָרוּ‎ as fit for offering, because in 
this closing part of the rule — the method 
which renders it fit outside the Temple — it 
would be incongruous; there is no method of 


slaughter which renders an offering fit 
outside the Temple (Gem. 111b). 


wana yoy pany שמְעון אומָר: כָּל‎ 727 
— yang wZyAY בו בִּפְּנִים‎ KYPD חַיָבִין על‎ — 
R’ Shimon says: Anything which ren- 
ders one liable when [performed] out- 
side, also renders one liable when its 
counterpart was [performed] within 
and [the parts were later] offered up 
outside — 

In R’ Shimon’s view any procedure 
used for killing an offering outside 
which makes a person liable for subse- 
quently offering up its meat outside, also 
makes him liable for offering it up even 
when the procedure was employed to kill 
the offering inside (with the exception of 
bird offerings, as R’ Shimon will state 
below). 

R’ Shimon actually agrees with the 
rule stated previously for birds. The 
Gemara (111b) asserts that R’ Shimon’s 
dissent is not in regard to bird offerings, 
but to animal offerings — specifically to 
an animal offering which was slaugh- 
tered at night. An offering slaughtered at 
night (in the Temple) is not valid (mish- 
nah 9:2). Nevertheless, one is liable for 
slaughtering and offering an animal 
sacrifice outside the Temple at night.” 
Accordingly, R’ Shimon argues that just 
as one is liable for offering up an animal 
sacrifice which has been slaughtered at 
night outside the Temple, so too one is 
liable for offering it up outside even if he 
slaughtered it at night inside the Temple. 
This is because the disqualification does 


1. The fact that the slaughter was performed at night does not exclude liability. The criteria 
for liability for slaughter outside are that the offering should have been brought to the Temple 
for slaughter, and that the slaughter performed outside was in fact a valid act of slaughter. 
The second criterion is surely fulfilled with slaughter at night, since slaughter of chullin 
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8. A chatas offering whose blood was received in one 

cup — [whether] one applied [the blood] outside 
[the Temple] and then applied [it] within, [or he applied 
the blood] within [the Temple] and then applied [it] 
outside — he is liable, since all of it is fit to be brought 
inside. [If] one received its blood in two cups — [if] he 
applied both within [the Temple], he is not liable; if [he 
applied] both [cups] outside, he is liable; one within and 
[then] one outside, he is not liable; one outside and 
[then] one within, he is liable for the outside one but the 
inner one atones. To what can this matter be compared? 
To one who consecrates his chatas offering and it was 
[later] lost, so that he consecrated another in its place. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


ow — if (he applied] both‏ בַּחוּץ, חַיָּב; 
(cups] outside, he is liable;‏ 

Since they could each be used in the 
Temple, each can cause liability indepen- 
dently of the other. Therefore, if there 
was a lapse of awareness [n2ym] be- 
tween the application of the first and 
second cups, one is liable to two chataos 
(Rav; Rashi). 

[The concept that once zerikah has been 
performed the other cup is no longer fit (see 
further s.v. (אחד בפנים‎ is not relevant here. It 
refers only to a valid zerikah which is 
performed within. A zerikah performed out- 
side has no real validity, and therefore it 
cannot affect the blood in the other cup.] 


one within‏ — אֶחָד בְּפְנִים וְאֶחָד בַּחוּץ, פָּטוּר; 
and [then] one outside, he is not liable;‏ 
Once the blood has been applied‏ 
within as prescribed, the blood in the‏ 
second cup can no longer be used for‏ 
zerikah or even for pouring upon the‏ 
Altar. When the zerikah was performed‏ 
with the blood of the one cup, this is seen‏ 
as a rejection [1M] of the blood in the‏ 
second cup. Rejected sacrificial sub-‏ 
stances are disqualified and cannot be‏ 
used for any facet of the avodah, not‏ 
even for pouring upon the Altar base.‏ 
Rather, the blood of the second cup must‏ 
be poured out in the canal [79x] which‏ 
passes through the Courtyard. Even R’‏ 
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Nechemiah who holds that pouring out 
the remaining blood of inner chataos is 
essential, and that one is therefore liable 
for pouring out the remainder of their 
blood outside the Temple (mishnah 6), 
concurs in this case, since this blood is 
not fit for pouring upon the base (Rav 
from Gem. 112a). 

Whether the second cup is rendered re- 
jected (as stated here) or merely remainder, is 
the subject of debate among the Tannaim R’ 
Elazar ben R’ Shimon and the Sages (Gem. 
112a and 34b). 


Peng חַיָּב. עַל‎ 2 INN) אֶחָד בַּחוּץ‎ 
1931) וְהַפָּנִימִי‎ — one outside and [then] 
one within, he is liable for the outside one 

but the inner one atones. 

If he removed only one of the cups and 
applied it outside, the blood in the cup 
that remained in the Temple is not 
disqualified, as stated earlier in the trac- 
tate [mishnah 8:12] (Rav; Rashi). [Thus, 
although the first cup was applied out- 
side, and liability was incurred as a result, 
the blood in the second cup is still valid 
for zerikah and it may be used to 
validate the offering.] 


TAN) לְמָה הַבְּבֶר הוּמָה? לְמַפְרִיש חַטָאתו‎ 
ANY] וְאַחַר כָּךָ‎ PAT אַחָרֶת‎ wT) 
שְתִיהֶן עומדות.‎ I) הֶרַאשונָה‎ -- To what 
can this matter be compared? To one 
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1) - Ins דָּמָה בְּכוּס‎ apw TLNVMT In] 
393 בְּפָנִים,‎ Jo) Wh) בַּחוּץ‎ 


זבחים 
יג/ח 


29992 רָאוּי לבא‎ Paw Ww - YTD TOI AN 
Oa DPW בִּשְתִּי כוסות — נָתַן‎ mM] 737 
TS) DIDI בַּחוּץ, חַיָּב; אֶחָד‎ DPW Ww 
Sy 22 בַּחוּץ וְאֶחָד בְּפָנִים,‎ ANN בַּחוּץ, פְטוּר;‎ 
דומָה?‎ NaI Mm? החיצון וְהַפְּנִימִי מְכַפֶּר.‎ 


TaN‏ וְהַפְרִיש אַחָרֶת 


wn?‏ חַטָּאתו 


יד אברהס 


- בְּכוס אֶחָד‎ ANT הַחַטָאת שָקַבָּל‎ - A 
chatas offering whose blood was re- 
ceived in one cup — 

[The slaughter was performed cor- 
rectly inside the Temple and its blood 
was properly received in a cup. Further 
the mishnah will outline the law for a 
case where the blood was received in two 
cups.] 

[The law stated here is applicable to all 
offerings. The mishnah singles out the 
chatas for mention because of the view of R’ 
Nechemiah, as will be explained further (s.v. 
[.(בפנים‎ 


[whether] one‏ - נָתַן WN) yA‏ וְנָתַן בּפָּנִים, 
applied [the blood] outside [the Temple]‏ 
and then applied [it] within,‏ 

{He is liable in this case for making 
blood applications outside the Temple 
(mishnah 6) as stated further. There is no 
novelty in this ruling; the fact that the 
blood was applied inside the Temple 
after it was applied outside can surely 
not be a reason to nullify the liability 
which has already taken effect. The 
novel ruling of this mishnah is in the case 
which follows. This first case is stated 
merely to preserve the symmetry of the 
mishnah (Rav; Rashi). 


בִּפְנִים, WN)‏ וְנָתָן בַּחוּץ - aw aI‏ רָאוּי 
xa — [or he applied the blood]‏ 0253 
within [the Temple] and then applied [it]‏ 
outside — he is liable, since all of it is fit‏ 
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to be brought inside. 

As soon as the blood was applied 
within the Temple, the blood remaining 
in the cup became שִירַיִם‎ remainder, and 
not fit for zerikah. Consequently, there 
should be no liability for offering it up 
outside. The mishnah, however, refers to 
the blood of the inner chataos and 
reflects the view of R’ Nechemiah (mish- 
nah 6) that pouring out the remainder of 
the blood of these offerings is essential; 
consequently, one is liable for applying 
the remainder outside (Rav from Gem. 
112a). 


(wa DPW כוסות - נָתַן‎ “nwa דָּמָה‎ 73P 
פֶּטוּר;‎ — [If] one received its blood in two 
cups — [if] he applied both within [the 
Temple], he is not liable; 

[When the blood of an offering is received 
in two cups, either one may be used for the 
required blood applications (but there is no 
requirement to use both). Therefore, it is 
possible to apply the blood satisfactorily 
from one cup while still applying another 
cup outside. In this first case, however, both 
cups were used to make applications within 
the Temple.] 

Actually, this first segment is superfluous. 
Obviously one is not liable for applying the 
blood inside the Temple in its proper place. It 
is stated here to complete the symmetry of 
these rulings. Some versions delete this seg- 
ment entirely (Tos. Yom Tov; see also 
Meleches Shlomo and Rambam Comm. ed. 
Kafich). 
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Afterwards, the first one was found, and now both are 


1 available. [If] he slaughtered both within [the Temple], 
he is not liable; [if] he slaughtered both of them outside 
[the Temple], he is liable; one within and [then] one 
outside, he is not liable; one outside and [then] one 
within, he is liable for the outside one and the inner one 
effects atonement. Just as its blood exempts its meat 
[from me’ilah], so also does it exempt the meat of its 


companion. 


1. A chatas cow which one burned outside its pit, and 


YAD AVRAHAM 


slaughtering the second one and offering 
it inside the Temple effects atonement.] 


ATWA פּוטֶר אֶת‎ ANIW OWD — Just as its 
blood exempts its meat [from me’ilah 4} 

This segment refers back to the case in 
which both chataos were offered within 
the Temple. 

A chatas is a most holy offering. As 
such it is subject to the laws of me’ilah 
[unlawful appropriation of sacred prop- 
erty], and the one who uses it is liable to 
an asham offering, repayment of the 
appropriated amount, plus a surcharge of 
one fifth. However, once its blood has 
been thrown and its meat has become 
permissible to the Kohanim, the law of 


me’ilah is lifted from the meat even in 
regard to Israelites (Rav; Rashi). 


7D — so also‏ הוּא פוטֶר אֶת wa‏ חַבֶרְתָּה. 
does it exempt the meat of its compan-‏ 
ion.‏ 

As soon as the zerikah of the first 
chatas has been made, the meat of the 
second chatas is also no longer subject to 
the law of me’ilah. It is now shifted from 
the category of a regular chatas to the 
category of 4 הַמָּתָה‎ nxwn, chatas which 
must be left to die. Regarding this 
category (which is not fit for offering) 
the law is that though it forbidden for 
benefit, the penalty of me’ilah does not 
apply (Rav; Rashi). 


Chapter 14 


nap — A chatas cow‏ חַטָאת 

[The chatas cow is the mishnaic name 
for the אַדוּמָה‎ i199, red cow. The red cow 
is not a Temple offering. It is slaughtered 
and burned ‘outside the camp’ and its 
ashes are mixed with spring water. (In 
Temple times, ‘outside the camp’ is 
defined as outside Jerusalem.) It is used to 
purify people and objects from the 
tumah-contamination contracted by 
contact with a human corpse (see Num- 
bers 19:2-10 and Parah ch. 3 for a 
description of the procedure), Although 
the cow has no avodah performed in the 
Courtyard (it is neither slaughtered there, 
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nor does it have blood applications or 
burning of emurin), the Torah refers to it 
as a chatas (v. 9). Since it is the only 
chatas for which a cow is used, it is 
identified as the chatas cow. ] 


Anan yan mp Www — which one burned 
outside its pit, 

[The chatas cow was burned in a 
designated place on the Mount of Olives 
(הַר הַזִּיתִים)‎ which faced the portals of the 
Temple (see Numbers 19:4 with Rashi). 
It was essential that the cow be burned in 
this place (see Parah 4:2).] A wood pyre is 
arranged in the form of a pit and the cow 


Chapter Fourteen: Paras Chatas 


WWD 


AWN ney) 42 408) תַּחְתֶּי.ָ.‎ 
mea WAY vow שְתִּיחָן עומדות.‎ 


זבחים 
יד/א 


nox) בַּפְנִים‎ NOX WO בּחוּץ,‎ FAW vow 
Sy בַּפָנִים, חַיָּב‎ NON) בַּחוּץ, פָטוּר; אַחַת בַּחוּץ‎ 
פוטֶר‎ AW OWE מְכַפְרֶת.‎ MMT ANT 

ANA Wa פוטֶר אֶת‎ NAT 7D TWA NX 


13) A חַטָאת שָשְרָפָהּ חוּץ‎ 11°79 [x] 


יד אברהם 


who consecrates [lit sets aside] his 
chatas offering and it was [later] lost, so 
that he consecrated another in its place. 
Afterwards, the first one was found, and 
now both are available. 

Both cannot be offered because a 
chatas can only be brought for the sin 
for which it was set aside. Once that sin 
has been atoned for by offering one of 
the chataos, the other remains a chatas 
whose owner has achieved atonement; it 
must be left to die (see comm. to 8:1, s.v. 
.(בחטאות המתות‎ 


vow — [If] he slaugh-‏ שְתִּיהֶן בּפָנִים, פָּטוּר; 
tered both within [the Temple], he is not‏ 
liable;‏ 

[Although he was not justified in 
slaughtering the second chatas once the 
first one had been slaughtered, since one 
cannot offer both animals, there is no 
kares or chatas liability for this trans- 
gression.] 


yina paw vnw — [if] he slaugh-‏ חַיּב; 
tered both of them outside [the Temple],‏ 
he is liable;‏ 

[He is liable for each act of slaughter- 
ing outside the Temple.] Thus, if there 
was a lapse of awareness (הַעָלֶמָה)‎ be- 
tween the two acts (or two people 
performed the two acts of slaughter), 
there is a separate liability for each 
transgression. At the time of the slaugh- 
ter each offering was yet fit for accep- 
tance within as the chatas for his sin 
(Rav; Rashi; Tos. Yom Tov). 
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[The disqualification of a chatas because 
its owners have been atoned for has no 
application where the first chatas is offered 
outside. Such a chatas does not effect atone- 
ment. Thus, one is liable for the second 
chatas even if the first had its blood applied 
outside. ] 


nx =. one‏ בְּפָנִים nox)‏ בַּחוּץ, פֶּטוּר; 
within and [then] one outside, he is not‏ 
liable;‏ 


Once the first chatas was offered in 
the Temple, the second is no longer fit to 
be accepted within; it is a chatas whose 
owner has been atoned for and it must be 
left to die. Hence, one is not liable for 
offering it outside the Temple (Rav; 
Rashi). 

The Gemara (Temurah 22b) ponders if the 
disqualification of a chatas because another 
chatas has been offered takes effect as soon 
as the chatas has been slaughtered, or only 
when the chatas has had its blood applied. 
The question is not resolved (see Rambam, 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:1). If the blood 
application is decisive, then the term שחַט‎ 6 
slaughtered, as it refers to the clause one 
within, must include also the zerikah. 
הַחִיצונָה‎ Sy חַיָּב‎ ya אַחַת בַּוּץ וְאַחַת‎ 
וְהַפְּנִימִית מְבַפֶּרֶת.‎ — one outside and [then] 
one within he is liable for the outside one 
and the inner one effects atonement. 

He is liable for the outer one because at 
the time he slaughtered it both offerings 
were yet fit to be accepted in the Temple 
(Rav; Rashi). [Its slaughter outside, 
however, in no way affects the validity 
of the remaining animal. Therefore, 
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similarly, a he-goat that is sent [to Azazel] which one 
offered up outside — one is not liable; as it says (Lev. 
17:4): And he has not brought it to the entrance of the 
Tent of Meeting — whatever is not fit to be brought to 
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, one is not liable on 
its account. 


ok [ Fo an animal that has committed an act of 

bestiality, or an animal on which an act of 
bestiality has been performed, or an [animal] designated 
[for idolatrous sacrifice], or which has been worshiped, 
or a [harlot’s] payment, or a [dog’s] exchange, or a mixed 
breed, or a tereifah, or an animal born by Caesarian 
section — which one offered up outside [the Temple] — 
one is not liable; as it says (Lev. 17:4): before the 
Tabernacle of HASHEM — whatever is not fit [to be 
brought] before the Tabernacle of HASHEM, one is not 
liable on its account. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


brought into the Tent of Meeting; in fact, it 
must be brought there for the Kohen Gadol’s 
confession while he leans on the he-goat 
(Lev. 16:21). The Gemara concludes that the 
exemption from liability based on the verse 
cited here refers to the he-goat only after the 
confession has been made. Before the confes- 
sion has been made, exemption from liability 
cannot be based on this verse. Rather, the 
exemption is based on the next part of the 
verse — ‘19 לְהַקְרִיב קָרְבָּן‎ to offer as a 


2. 


AST) הָרוּבָּעַ, וְהַגַּרְבָּע, וְהַמֶקְצָה, וְהַגָּעָבָד,‎ 
- TTT וְיּצָא‎ IVT) וְהַכִּלְאַיִם,‎ YIM 
— [For] an animal that has committed 
an act of bestiality, or an animal on 
which an act of bestiality has been 
performed, or an [animal] designated 
(for idolatrous sacrifice], or which has 
been worshiped, or a [harlot’s] payment, 
or a [dog’s] exchange, or a mixed breed, 
or a tereifah, or an animal born by 

Caesarean section — 


sacrifice ‘to HASHEM.’ The inference is that 
one is liable only for an animal which is to be 
offered up ‘to HASHEM.’ Actually, this latter 
source is sufficient to exempt the he-goat in 
all of its stages — both before and after the 
confession. The source cited in the mishnah 
is necessary primarily for the chatas cow, 
which would be considered in the category 
of an offering to HASHEM (Tos. there, s.v. }X3) 
[presumably because the Torah calls it a 
chatas (Numbers 19:9; cf. Keren Orah)]}"™! 


[These terms have been defined above 
in mishnah 8:1.] 


ja PAW‏ בּחוּץ - פָּטוּר; Waxay‏ ,,לְפָנִי מִשֶכַּן 
הי" - כָּל OWN YH? AKI PRY‏ ה', P30 Ps‏ 
.»2y — which one offered up outside [the‏ 
Temple] — one is not liable; as it says‏ 
(Lev. 17:4): ‘before the Tabernacle of‏ 
HASHEM — whatever is not fit [to be‏ 
brought] before the Tabernacle of‏ 
HASHEM, one is not liable on its account.‏ 


1. Rambam (Maaseh HaKorbanos 19:7) implies that one is liable for the he-goat prior to the 
confession. Keren Orah (to 113b) explains that in Rambam’s view our mishnah does not 
accept the inference from the words to HASHEM which exempt the he-goat in the 


pre-confession stage. 
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pin px yin Sk mp לבא אֶל‎ AN] PRY 


vey 


נבז ,YAMT‏ וְהַרְבּע, וְהַמּקָצָה. say‏ 

ְהָאֶתְנן, VT)‏ וְהַכִּלְאים, 
DWN‏ וְיוצא דפֶן - WB — YIN PAY‏ 
WRI‏ ,,לְפְּנִי “TT TOW‏ - כָּל PRY‏ רָאוּי "yp‏ 
yaw‏ ה', PRO PR‏ עָלִיו. 


:יד אברהם 


is burned תס‎ it (Rav; Rambam וס‎ ( 

Rashi comments that a pit was dug in the 
designated place (and the pyre was arranged 
inside it). Tosafos (112a, s.v. (פרת‎ cite this 
interpretation from Aruch. Rav adopts this 
interpretation in his commentary to Parah 
3:10, while Rambam modifies his interpreta- 
tion there slightly (Tos. Yom Tov). 

The mishnah states the law [that one is not 
liable for a chatas cow] in regard to burning 
the cow outside the pit. However, it is also 
essential that the slaughter take place over 
the pit (see Rambam, Parah 4:10), so the 
mishnah could have stated the law just as 
well in regard to one who slaughtered the 
chatas cow outside its pit. Indeed, Rashi’s 
and Aruch’s version of the text is yin שֶשְחֶטָה‎ 
man, who slaughtered it outside its pit (see 
also Gem. 113a). Regardless of the text, there 
is no question that one is not liable for 
slaughtering the chatas cow outside its pit, 
and the reason given by the mishnah for 
burning applies to slaughter as well (Tos. 
Yom Tov citing Tos. 112a, s.v. N75). 


- yang שָעִיר הַמּשְתִּלָחַ שֶהַקְריבו‎ 13} — and 
similarly, a he-goat that is sent [to 
Azazel] which one offered up outside — 
[On Yom Kippur two he-goats were 

brought to the Courtyard and a lot was 
thrown to determine which would be 
offered as an inner chatas offering, and 
which would be led to a desolate cliff to 
be hurled to its death (Lev. 16:7-9, 21-22). 
This second goat is known as the he-goat 
that is sent [to Azazel]. If, instead of 
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hurling it from the cliff, one slaughtered 
this he-goat and offered it up outside, he 
is not liable. 

The term offered is used in a broader 
sense here, and does not refer exclusively 
to the procedure of burning upon an 
altar. Rather, it includes all facets of the 
offering process — slaughter, zerikah, as 
well as offering up upon an altar.) 


one is not liable;‏ — פֶּטוּר; 

[Offering these consecrated animals 
away from their designated places does 
not violate the prohibition on offering 
sacrifices outside, as the mishnah will 
now explain.] 

- אהָל מועד לא הָבִיאו"‎ MDD IN}, WY 
ps מועד,‎ Sax ming dig לָבַא‎ AND NY כָּל‎ 
poy pam — as it says (Lev. 17:4): ‘And 
he has not brought it to the entrance of 
the Tent of Meeting’ — whatever is not 
fit to be brought to the entrance of the 
Tent of Meeting, one is not liable on its 

account. 

{In this context, the entrance of the 
Tent of Meeting is defined as the Temple 
Courtyard.] The Torah assigns liability 
for slaughtering or offering something 
outside its place only for offerings which 
should have been brought to the Temple 
Courtyard. Not so the chatas cow whose 
place is outside the Temple (Rav; Rashi). 

The Gemara (113b) comments that the 
he-goat which is sent to Azazel is fit to be 
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[For] blemished animals — whether those with 


2 permanent blemishes or those with passing blemishes — 
which one offered up outside, one is not liable. R’ 
Shimon says: [For] permanently blemished animals, one 
is not liable; but [for] animals with passing blemishes, 
one transgresses a negative commandment. Turtledoves 


YAD AVRAHAM 


not liable for its slaughter, zerikah, or 
burning upon an altar outside the Tem- 
ple.] 

[According to R’ Akiva who rules that 
offerings with certain minor blemishes are 
not removed from the Altar (see 9:3), one is 
liable for offering these types of blemished 
animals outside the Temple (see Gem. 35b).] 


727 שְמָעון AMIN‏ בַּעָלִי מוּמִין קְבוּעִין, פֶּטוּר; 
-- וּבַעָלִי poi‏ עוּבְרִין, עוּבְרִין xa‏ תַעָשָה. 
R’ Shimon says: [For] permanently‏ 
blemished animals, one is not liable; but‏ 
[for] animals with passing blemishes, one‏ 
transgresses a negative commandment.‏ 

R’ Shimon concurs with the first 
Tanna that even temporary blemishes 
put an offering into the category of not 
‘acceptable within,’ so that the strictures 
of slaughtering and offering up outside 
do not apply to it. However, because of 
the temporary nature of the disqualifica- 
tion, he classifies the offering as זְמַן‎ 79NN, 
a premature offering, ie., an animal 
offered before its proper time — whose 
offering he considers prohibited by a 
separate negative commandment. This 
separate negative commandment is not 
punishable by kares and hence does not 
require a chatas. 

This requires a bit of an introduction. 
The Torah (Deut. 12:8) states regarding 
the laws for offerings which were to 
apply after Israel’s entry into Eretz Yis- 
rael; אָנְחְנוּ עשים פה‎ Wk כָּכל‎ pwyn לא‎ 
איש כָּלדהַיָשָר בְּעִינִיו‎ or, You shall not do 
whatever we do here today — every man 
what is right in his eyes. The Sages (see 


Rashi there; Gem. 117b) understand this 
verse to refer to the fourteen-year period 
between Israel's entry into Eretz Yisrael 
and the construction of the Sanctuary at 
Shiloh. During this interlude, when there 
was only a public bamah-altar בָּמַת]‎ 
[צְבּוּר‎ at Gilgal, which lacked bona fide 
Sanctuary status, it was permitted to offer 
sacrifices on a private bamah [private 
altar] (see mishnah 5). The Torah, how- 
ever, cautions against offering all types of 
offerings on a private altar: You shall not 
do whatever we do here ... Which types 
of offerings may be offered on a private 
altar? The ending of this verse delineates 
the rule concerning this: [One may offer 
only] each man what is right in his eyes, 
16., only an offering brought voluntarily 
— whether because of a vow [73] or 
donation [71393] — but not obligatory 
offerings such as chataos, ashamos, et al. 

R’ Shimon argues that because the 
imminent establishment of a bona fide 
Sanctuary was known at the time of the 
entry into the Land, obligatory offerings 
were at this time considered merely 79mm 
a1, premature. Thus, he argues, the ban 
on offering them was in effect a prohibi- 
tion to offer a sacrifice whose [permitted] 
time for offering had not yet arrived — 
ie., a premature offering”! Accordingly, 
this negative commandment is by exten- 
sion a prohibition against offering any 
offering in this category outside the 
Temple — even after the Temple was 
built. Therefore, it prohibits offering 
temporarily blemished offerings outside 
(Rav from Gem. 114a,b). 


1. R’ Shimon is consistent with his opinion (Gem. 117a) that obligatory offerings may not be 
offered even at a public bamah during the time of bamah permissibility; he shares this view 
with other Tannaim, but the Sages disagree and allow obligatory offerings to be brought at 


the public bamah (see Rashi 114a s.v. (חובות‎ 
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[The Torah in its prohibition refers to 
an offering which the person did not 
bring to the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting to offer as a sacrifice to HASHEM 
‘before the Tabernacle of HASHEM. This 
implies that the offerings must be at least 
minimally acceptable in the Temple (see 
mishnah 13:4). All the disqualified offer- 
ings listed here are completely invalid, to 
the extent that even if they were mistak- 
enly placed on the Altar, they must be 
removed (mishnah 9:3). Hence, they do 
not meet the minimum criterion for 
‘acceptance within’ and one is not liable 
for offering them outside the Temple.] 

(Here, too, as in mishnah 1 (s.v. וכן שעיר‎ 
,(המשתלח‎ the term offered includes slaugh- 
ter, zerikah, and burning upon an altar.] 

The Gemara (114a) queries why the mish- 
nah quotes for its source the end of the 
phrase cited as the source for a similar law in 
mishnah 1? The Gemara answers that the 
first part of the verse exempts only offerings 
which were unfit to be brought to the 
entrance of the Temple from the moment 
they were consecrated. Offerings which were 
fit at the time of their consecration and only 
later disqualified would meet that criterion, 
since they were at one time fit to be brought 
to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. Thus, 
the Scriptural inference cited in this mishnah 
is needed to exempt offerings disqualified 
after their consecration, and it is to these 
types of disqualifications that our mishnah 
refers (see further, Rashi 114a, s.v. (בשלמא‎ 
and Tos. Yom Tov and R’ Akiva Eiger). 

In the cases of bestiality, the construction 
of the case is simple; the act of bestiality 
oceurred after the consecration of the animal. 
Disqualification for idolatrous designation or 
worship requires ownership of the animal by 
the designator or worshiper. Thus, one must 
assume that the mishnah speaks of an 
offering of lesser holiness and it follows the 
view that such offerings are considered the 
property of the person who consecrated 
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them. For the harlot’s payment and 5 
exchange even this is not sufficient; this 
disqualification does not take effect on an 
already consecrated offering (as derived 
from Biblical exegesis in Temurah 30b). The 
disqualifications of a mixed breed and an 
animal born by Caesarean section also 
present a problem, since they begin from 
birth and thus preceded any consecration. 
The Gemara concludes that in regard to these 
last four disqualifications the mishnah 
speaks about offerings never formally conse- 
crated in themselves; rather they are the 
offspring of a female offering. This mishnah 
follows the view that the offspring of offer- 
ings become consecrated only upon birth (see 
Temurah 11a). Consequently, the first two 
disqualifications can take effect if the pay- 
ment or exchange was transacted before the 
birth, when they were not yet consecrated. 
Nevertheless, these newborn offerings were 
fit to have been brought ‘to the entrance of 
the Tent of Meeting’ (mishnah 1) as parts of 
their mothers. [This would be analogous to 
the ‘fitness’ of the he-goat sent to Azazel 
before the confession; see comm. to mishnah 
1, sv. [.שנאמר‎ Thus, a second Scriptural 
source is necessary to exclude them from 
liability for being offered outside the Tem- 
ple. The same applies for the animal born by 
Caesarean section or the mixed breed. Al- 
though the mixed breed was disqualified 
from its conception, it was nevertheless fit to 
come to the Temple as part of its mother 
(Gem. 114a with Rashi). 


pa myiap pow בַּעָלִי‎ pa - paw "ya 
says מוּמִין עובְרִים — שָהַקְרִיבָן בַּחוּץ‎ "2a 
-- [For] blemished animals — whether 
those with permanent blemishes or those 
with passing blemishes — which one 
offered up outside, one is not liable. 

[A blemished offering is invalid and 
must be removed from the Altar even if 
it was mistakenly placed there (mishnah 
9:3). Hence, it is not even minimally 
acceptable within the Temple, and one is 
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whose time has not yet arrived, and young pigeons 


2 whose time has passed — [if] one offered them up 
outside, he is not liable. R’ Shimon says: [For] young 
pigeons whose time has passed, one is not liable; [but 
for] turtledoves whose time has not [yet] arrived, [one 
transgresses] a negative commandment. [For] an animal 
and its offspring, and a premature [offering], one is not 
liable. R’ Shimon says: This comes under [the ban of] a 
negative commandment; for R’ Shimon would say: 
Whatever is fit to be brought later is under the ban of a 
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(Here again R’ Shimon is consistent 
with his previous position.] 

The Gemara (113a) explains that all three 
cases stated here are necessary to clarify the 
positions of R’ Shimon and the Sages. Had 
the mishnah stated only the case of tempo- 
rarily blemished animals one might have 
assumed that the Sages exempt only in that 
case, because blemishes are considered מְאִיסִי‎ 
detestable and consequently totally unfit for 
offering. But in the case of turtledoves whose 
time has not yet arrived they would concur 
with R’ Shimon that there is a negative 
commandment for offering them outside. 
Conversely, had the mishnah stated only the 
case of turtledoves it might have been argued 
that R’ Shimon concurs with the Sages in 
regard to blemished animals [which are 
detestable and totally unfit, that not even a 
negative commandment is transgressed. 
Moreover, blemished animals have an addi- 
tional onus in] that they were once fit and 
later rejected וְנְדְחָה]‎ 7x73], so that their 


rejection is an additional factor of disqualifi- 
cation. The additional disqualification ren- 
ders them less acceptable within, and hence 
less likely to be prohibited outside. Again, if 
only the cases of blemished animals and 
turtledoves were stated, it could have been 
argued that the Sages dispute R’ Shimon’s 
contention that there is a negative command- 
ment only where the disqualification is 
inherent in the offering itself (1512 1535), 
and is consequently a strong disqualification. 
However, in the case of an animal and its 
offspring in which the disqualification is due 
to external causes (and is hence not as 
stringent), it could have been assumed that 
the Sages concur with R’ Shimon. To dispel 
this erroneous notion, the mishnah states the 
last case as well (Rav, Rambam Comm. from 
Gem. 1143( 


N32 רָאוּי‎ NITY כָּל‎ NIK שָהָיָה רַבִּי שְמְעון‎ 
בְּלא תַעָשָה וְאַין ו כָּרַת.‎ TIT, Pat לְאַחַר‎ — 
for R’ Shimon would say: Whatever is 


1: We have reproduced the Gemara’s reasoning why the third case (an animal and its 
offspring) is necessary, as it appears in the prevalent editions of the Talmud and as it appears 
in Rav as emended by R’ Akiva Eiger. Rambam (Comm.), Rav (as in our versions and early 
prints; see note in the margin of the Vilna ed.), Tosafos (114a, s.v. pwn), and early prints and 
manuscripts of the Gemara (see Dikdukei Sofrim) have the version that because an animal and 
its offspring are external disqualifications it could have been thought that R’ Shimon concurs 
with the Sages that there is not a negative commandment in this case. The implication is that 
an external disqualification is more stringent and as a consequence the ban against offering 
outside is more lenient. Tosafos point out, however, that the Gemara (elsewhere) consistently 
considers intrinsic disqualifications as more stringent than extrinsic ones. Tosafos explain that 
the Gemara means that because the disqualification is intrinsic, 1.6., it is due to a condition of 
the offering’s body, it takes on a more temporary character; as soon as the blemish disappears 
or the turtledoves exhibit signs of maturity, the offerings are valid. In contrast, the 
disqualifications of a premature offering and an animal and its offspring remain in effect till 
the end of the day. This makes them more stringent in this regard. See Tos. R’ Akiva who 
points out that according to the version found in our editions, Tosafos’ explanation is not 
necessary; the Gemara is explained as in the text above. 
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According to R’ Shimon, one is liable to 
lashes [מַלְקוּת]‎ for an intentional transgres- 
sion of the commandment (Gem. 114b), but 
there is no chatas for an unintentional 
transgression. [When the mishnah says 7109, 
he is not liable, therefore, it refers to exemp- 
tion from kares and chatas.] 

The Sages, even if they concur with the 
exegesis adduced by R’ Shimon, reject his 
extension of the prohibition to the entire 
category of premature offerings (see Rashi 
114b, s.v. .(דלמא‎ 


Jeo ayy וּבְנִי ינָה‎ WT שָלא הגיע‎ OIA 
— Turtledoves whose time has not yet 
arrived, and young pigeons whose time 
has passed — 

[Turtledoves and pigeons are the only 
birds which can be used for offerings (see 
Lev. 1:14, 5:7, 12:8, 14:22, 15:14,29).] 
Turtledoves can be used only when they 
are mature, and pigeons only before they 
reach maturity. The sign of maturity is 
the beginning of the brightening (or 
reddening) of the feathers around the 
neck (Chullin 1:5, 22a with Rashi). The 
Gemara (there 22b) elucidates that pi- 
geons become disqualified from the time 
their (neck) feathers begin to brighten. 
Turtledoves are valid when subsequently 
the body feathers grow and assume a 
reddish gold hue (Rav; Rashi). 


ave שֶהַקְרִיבָן בַּחוּץ,‎ — [if] one offered 
them up outside, he is not liable. 

[Since they are not acceptable within 
the Temple, there is no liability for 
offering them outside.] 


727 שמְעון NIN‏ 73 יּנָה ayy‏ זמִנָּן, פָּטוּר; 
₪ — ותורים שָלא הגיע זְמַנן, בְּלַא תַעָשֶה. 
Shimon says: [For] young pigeons whose‏ 
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time has passed, one is not liable; [but 
for] turtledoves whose time has not [yet] 
arrived, [one transgresses] a negative 
commandment. 

[R’ Shimon is consistent with the view 
he expressed earlier that one transgresses 
a negative commandment for offering 
outside a premature offering 1.6, one 
disqualified with only a temporary dis- 
qualification.] 
1a אותו וְאֶת‎ — [For] an animal and its 
offspring [lit. it and its son], 

[The Torah forbids slaughtering a 
female animal and its offspring (either 
male or female) on the same day (Lev. 
22:8). (This prohibition is not specifically 
related to sacrifices.) Thus, if one slaugh- 
tered the mother of an offering, one 
cannot slaughter the offering on that 
day, and the offering is therefore disqual- 
ified temporarily.] 

enn — and a premature [offering],‏ זְמַן, 
[lit. one lacking in time]‏ 

Mishnah 3 will explain that this term 
refers to two types of invalidations: (a) an 
offering premature because of the animal 
itself — ie., an animal less than eight 
days old (Lev. 22:27); or (b) an offering 
premature because of its owners, who are 
not yet eligible to bring their offering, as 
explained in mishnah 3 (Rav; Rashi). 


one is not liable.‏ — פָּטוּר. 

[One is not liable for offering them 
outside. The reason is as before; these 
offerings are not acceptable within.] 


R’‏ — רַבִּי שְמְעון אומָר: הָרִי זָה xa‏ תַעָשָה; 
Shimon says: This comes under [the ban‏ 
of] a negative commandment;‏ 
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negative commandment, but it bears no kares [penalty]. 


3 But the Sages say: For whatever there is no kares 
[penalty], there is [also] no negative commandment. 


3. premature [offering] — [is] whether by [reason 

of] itself [or] by [reason of] its owners. Which is 
it that is premature by [reason of] its owners? The zav, 
zavah, woman who has given birth, and metzorah, 


YAD AVRAHAM 


be brought before the requisite time arrives. 
Other offerings, even those which cannot be 
brought because of the semichah problem, 
are valid post facto if they were offered, so 
that offering them outside surely makes one 


liable.] 


The zav,‏ — הַזָּב, 

[A zav is a man who had three 
emissions differing slightly from ordi- 
nary seminal emissions in color, texture 
and the manner of experience (see Nid- 
dah 35b, Rambam, Mechussrei Kaparah 
2:1-2). These emissions were experienced 
either both on the same day or on two or 
three consecutive days. This renders him 
tamei as a zav and requires him to 
undergo the purification process detailed 
in Lev. 15:13, viz., he must count seven 
consecutive ‘clean’ days )1.6., free of any 
further emissions) and then immerse 
himself in a mikveh. After he has under- 
gone the purifying process, he must also 
offer a bird chatas and olah (Lev. 15:14) 
— but not before the eighth day after the 
cessation of the emissions." 


ATT) — zavah, 

(The term zavah as used here refers to 
a גְדוּלָה‎ May, major zavah. The zavah 
referred to is a woman who has experi- 
enced a menstrual flow on any three 
consecutive days from the eighth 
through the nineteenth days after the 
onset of her menstrual cycle (see comm. 
to Pesachim 8:5). She too must count 
seven ‘clean’ days and bring offerings on 


the eighth day, but not before. Her 
offerings are a bird chatas and a bird 
olah (see Lev. 15:25-30).”"] 


727) — woman who has given birth, 

[A woman who has given birth be- 
comes tamei. Her tumah-contamination 
is removed in three stages, which differ 
in duration for the births of a male or 
female. A woman who has given birth to 
a son is categorically tamei for seven 
days, after which she can immerse her- 
self in a mikveh and be tahor regarding 
chullin (non-sacred matter) and maaser 
sheni (second tithe of produce). She 
remains tamei in regard to terumah, 
sacrificial offerings, and entry to the 
Temple until the end of the fortieth day 
after the birth. Following this, she re- 
mains tamei in regard to offerings and 
Temple entry until she brings offerings 
on the forty-first day or later. The 
offerings are a lamb for an olah if she is 
well-to-do, and a bird chatas. If she is 
poor, both the olah and the chatas are 
birds. For the birth of a daughter, the 
corresponding time levels are fourteen 
and eighty days respectively (Lev. 12:1- 
8). The above is a rough summary of the 
laws as they apply to tumah. The laws of 
nidah as they concern marital relations 
differ from this in many details.] 


and metzora,‏ — וּמְצוּרְע, 

[A metzora is a person who is afflicted 
by one of a group of unusual skin 
discolorations. The Torah decrees that | 


1. A man who experienced just two emissions is also tamei as a zav, but he is not obligated to 
bring the bird offerings after his purification (Megillah 1:7). 


2. 3 קָטנָה‎ 13], minor zavah, has experienced the menstrual flow described above on only two 
consecutive days; she need not bring offerings, and she also differs in her purification period. 
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בְּלא תַעָשָה, PR‏ בו כָּרַת. DIT)‏ אומָרִים: b>‏ 
PRU‏ בו כָּרַת, Ps‏ בו xba‏ תַעָשָה. 


זבחים 
יד/ג 


נגז pa jpua pa - por VOM)‏ בִּבְעָלִי. 
Pal WWM NAT TAPS‏ בִּבְעָלִיו? 
NTN) 7) AW‏ וּמְצְרָע, שהקריבוּ חַטָאתֶם 


יד אברהם 


fit to be brought later is under the ban of 
a negative commandment, but it bears 
no kares [penalty]. 

(Hence there is no chatas obligation. 
This is merely a restatement of R’ Shi- 
mon’s position; see below.] 


ODT)‏ אוּמְרִים: כָּל PRY‏ בו כָּרַת, PR‏ בו בְּלַא 
But the Sages say: For what-‏ — תַעָשָה. 
ever there is no kares [penalty], there is‏ 
[also] no negative commandment.‏ 
However, wherever one is liable for‏ 
kares or a chatas, there is a negative‏ 
commandment as well (see Lev. 17:7,‏ 
Deut. 12:13; Gem. 106a-106b; Tosefta‏ 
Makkos 4:2; Rambam, Maaseh HaKor-‏ 
banos 18:2-4, Hil. Sanhedrin 19:1). Con-‏ 


sequently, in addition to kares, lashes 
6זג [מַָלְקוּת]‎ 0 administered for inten- 
tional transgressions, wherever applica- 
ble (see Tos. R’ Akiva). 

[The statements of both R’ Shimon and 
the Sages are merely formal delineations of 
the principles implicit in their earlier rulings. 
Perhaps R’ Shimon and the Sages never 
expressed their views in terms of specific 
cases, such as temporary blemishes, turtle- 
doves, and premature offerings. These cases 
were supplied by the later generation of 
Tannaim to illustrate R’ Shimon’s position. 
They in turn concluded from R’ Shimon’s 
categorical statement: ‘Whatever’ is fit to be 
brought later ... that there were no excep- 
tions to the rule, and that R’ Shimon and the 
Sages held their views in all of the cited cases. 


2 


- por ayn — A premature [offering] — 
[The mishnah now proceeds to explain 

what the term Ja! ON, premature 

offering, in mishnah 2 includes.] 


Pa — [is] whether by [reason of]‏ בְּגוּפו 
itself‏ 

{Le., it has not yet reached the age 
when it may be offered — eight days old, 
as explained in mishnah 2 (s.v. ומחסר‎ 
qn1).] 


pa - lor] by [reason of] its‏ בְּבְעָלְיו. 
owners.‏ 

[The mishnah now proceeds to list the 
various circumstances of offerings that 
are premature by reason of its owners. | 


TPS — Which is it‏ הוּא Por TOM‏ בִּבְעָלִיול 
that is premature by [reason of] its‏ 
owners?‏ 

[The mishnah will now list a number 
of persons who may not bring, or have 
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other people bring for them, certain 
offerings. The people in this group are 
כָּפוּרִים‎ “ON, persons lacking atone- 
ment, ie. persons who because of a 
previous tumah-causing circumstance 
must bring offerings to complete their 
purification (see comm. to 2:1). Addi- 
tional to this they are yet within their 
prescribed purification period, during 
which they cannot yet bring their offer- 
ings.] 

[It should be pointed out that a person who 
is tamei may send his offerings to the Temple 
where they may be offered on his behalf, 
unless there is a complication arising out of 
the owner’s obligation to perform semichah 
on his offering; see comm, to 8:2 s.v. זה יקרב‎ 
(see Pesachim 62a, Tos. to Gittin 28b, s.v. ;והא‎ 
and Tos. 745, s.v. .(והא‎ Thus the disqualifica- 
tion of a premature offering can be applied 
only to the offerings the tamei must bring to 
complete his purification, since these cannot 
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who offered their chatas and asham offerings outside 


3 [the Temple] are not liable; [but if they offered] their 
olah and shelamim offerings outside [the Temple], they 


are liable. 


One who offers up the meat of a chatas offering, [or] 
the meat of an asham offering, [or] the meat of the most 
holy offerings, [or] the meat of offerings of lesser 
holiness, or the remainder of the omer offering, or the 
two loaves, or the panim bread, or the remainder of 


YAD AVRAHAM 


such an offering is premature.] 

The Gemara comments, however, that the 
word nazir was not later incorporated into 
the text of the mishnah (as was metzora). 
Tosafos (s.v. (דזעירי‎ explain that nazir would 
be incongruous with zav, et al. [which are all 
cases of people who yet retain a vestige of 
their prior tumah; by contrast, a nazir during 
his term is totally pure of tumah]. 


AWK “Wan חַטָאת,‎ Awan הַמַּעָלָה‎ — One 
who offers up the meat of a chatas 
offering, [or] the meat of an asham 
offering, 

(The mishnah now presents a list of 
offering substances for which there is 
never any liability for offering up outside 
the Temple because they are not meant 
to be burnt תס‎ the Temple Altar.] 

The meat of the chatas and asham 
offerings is eaten by the Kohanim and 
not fit for offering up on the Temple 
Altar. Hence, one is not liable for offer- 
ing it up outside. The Torah (Lev. 17:8) 
specifies: ... who will offer up an olah 
offering or a sacrifice ... The juxtaposi- 
tion of sacrifice (ie., shelamim) with 
olah implies that the part of the sacrifice 
which one is prohibited to offer up is that 
which resembles the olah, viz., the part 
which should have been burnt on the 
Altar had the offering been valid. This 
excludes all offering parts which are 
eaten when the offering is valid (Rav 
from Gem. 115b). 

[The term ,הַמַעָלָה‎ who offers up, is used 
here in its narrow sense of burning sacrificial 
substances upon an Alltar. It does not include 
slaughter, as is evident from the context.] 


Wz wan — for] the meat of the‏ קַרָשִים, 
most holy offerings,‏ 

[Le., meat of the most holy offerings 
other than chatas, asham, and olah.] 
This refers to the communal shelamim 
offerings brought on the Shavuos festi- 
val together with the הַלְחֶם‎ °nw, two 
loaves of leavened bread (Rav; Rashi; see 
Lev. 23:17-19 and above mishnah 5:4). 
[The meat of these offerings is eaten by 
the Kohanim, so that there is no liability 
for burning it outside.] 


Wan — [or] the‏ קַדָשִים קָלִים, וּמותַר הָעוּמָר, 
meat of offerings of lesser holiness, or‏ 
the remainder of the omer offering,‏ 

On the second day of Pesach a 
minchah- offering was offered consisting 
of an omer measure”! of barley flour. A 
kometz was separated from it, as from 
most minchah-offerings, and the re- 
mainder was eaten by the Kohanim (see 
Lev. 23:10-11, Menachos 6:1). [Since both 
the meat of the offerings of lesser 
holiness and the remainder of the omer 
offering were eaten, there is no liability 
for burning them outside.] 


"nw — or the two loaves,‏ הַלְחֶם, 

On Shavuos, two leavened loaves 
made of fine wheat flour are brought 
together with a group of animal offer- 
ings. No part of the loaves is offered upon 
the Altar, but they assume offering status 
when the avodah of the shelamim offer- 
ing that accompanies them is performed. 
They are eaten by the Kohanim subject to 
all the strictures of the remainder of 


1. The omer was equal to one-tenth of an ephah (3 se’ah; Ex. 16:36), or 43.5 egg volumes. 
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ina בַּחוּץ פְּטוּרִין; עולותִיהֶן וְשַלְמִיהֶן‎ OWN) 


זבחים 


pen יד/ג‎ 


הַמִעָלָה Iwan‏ חַטָאת, מִבְּשֶר אֶשֶם, מִבְּשָר 
wip‏ קָדָשִים, mop Dwip wan‏ וּמותַר 
WV]‏ וּשְתִּי הַלְחֶם, OT?)‏ הַפָנִים, וּשיָרִי MINN‏ 


יד אברהם 


these render the afflicted person tamei, as 
delineated in Lev. 13:1-46. Once a met- 
zora has been healed, he must undergo a 
purification process lasting seven days, 
immerse himself in a mikveh and con- 
clude on the next day with the presenta- 
tion of a number of offerings. 

The offerings he must bring are two 
male lambs, one for an asham and one 
for an olah, and one female lamb for a 
chatas. If the metzora is indigent, he 
may substitute birds for the chatas and 
olah (see Lev. 14:1-32).] 


who offered‏ — שָהַקָרִיבוּ 

[Le., they or someone else brought their 
offerings outside the Temple. As already 
mentioned,] the mishnah refers to a zav, 
zavah or metzora who are still in their 
seven-day purification period; thus, they 
are not as yet eligible to have their 
offerings brought in the Temple. Simi- 
larly, the woman giving birth is yet 
within the forty or eighty day period 
following the birth (Rav; Rashi). 


poxyn — their chatas 
[All of the tamei persons listed here 
must bring a chatas, as explained above.] 


and asham offerings‏ — וְאַשָמֶם 

[This refers only to the metzora; the 
others do not offer an asham. The plural 
form assumes multiple metzoraim. ] 

Originally, the word metzora was not in 
the mishnah text, but it was later incorpo- 
rated by the Amoraim because of the infer- 
ence ‘from the phrase and their asham 
offerings (Gem. 114b, Tos. Yom Tov). 


paws ying — outside [the Temple] are 
not liable; 

[As stated in mishnah 2, one is not 
liable for sacrificing premature offerings 
outside the Temple.] 
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Pend עולותִיהֶן וְשלְמִיהֶן בַּחוּץ,‎ — [but if 
they offered] their olah and shelamim 
offerings outside [the Temple], they are 
liable. 

Although these offerings, too, are obli- 
gatory in the circumstance of a zav and 
the others mentioned here, their prema- 
ture offering would not have prevented 
them from being valid if they had been 
offered within the Temple. While it is 
true that the zav would not fulfill his 
obligation, the olah or shelamim would 
still be valid as a donative [71373] offer- 
ing. Accordingly, one is liable for offer- 
ing them outside the Temple (Rav; 
Rashi). [This is not the case regarding 
the chatas and asham; these offerings 
have validity only when atoning for a 
specific sin or tumah situation. Thus, 
when they are premature, the atonement 
they are earmarked for cannot be 
achieved and the offerings are therefore 
invalid. Consequently, there is no liabil- 
ity for offering them outside before their 
time.] 

The Gemara raises an obvious question: 
What does the phrase and their shelamim 
offering refer to? None of the persons listed 
here are obligated to offer a shelamim. The 
Gemara answers that shelamim refers to an 
offering obligatory on a person not men- 
tioned here. A nazir must also bring offerings 
after he has completed his term of nezirus. 
One of his offerings, in addition to a chatas 
and an olah, is a shelamim offering (see 
Numbers 6:13-14). During his term the nazir 
cannot fulfill his obligation to bring offer- 
ings, so that his offerings, too, may be 
classified as premature (Rav). (Thus, there 
would be no liability for the nazir’s offering 
his chatas. Nevertheless, his premature she- 
lamim would be accepted as a donative 
offering, and there is therefore liability for 
offering it outside the Temple even while 
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minchah-offerings; one who pours [oil on a minchah- 


3 offering], [or] who mixes [it], [or] who breaks [it] up, [or] 
who salts, [or] who performs tenufah, [or] who brings 
near, [or] who sets the Shulchan, or who prepares the 
lamps [of the Menorah], or who performs kemitzah, or 
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with the breast and thigh which are given 
the Kohanim (Lev. 10:15) [this is done 
before placing the emurin on the Altar]; 
the two loaves of bread brought on 
Shavuos, together with the two public 
shelamim offerings which accompanied 
them [before the latter are slaughtered] 
(Lev. 23:20 with Rashi); the omer 
minchah-offering (Lev. 23:11); and the 
minchah- offering of a sotah (a wife 
suspected of adultery (Numbers 5:25). 
Tenufah is performed in the Temple 
Courtyard (see Menachos 5:6, 61a), but 
like the others in this list, it is not an 
avodah for which there is liability outside 
the Temple.] 


[or] who brings near,‏ — הַמַגִּיש, 

[All minchah- offerings were placed in 
a sacred vessel after they had gone 
through their preparation process, and 
were brought near to the southwest 
corner of the Altar; this was done before 
kemitzah (see Lev. 2:8, Menachos 5:5-6; 
General Introduction).] 


nx WONT — for] who sets the‏ הַשַלְחָן. 
Shulchan [lit. table],‏ 

[As already related (s.v. ,(ושתי הלחם‎ the 
panim breads were set down on the 
Shulchan every Shabbos. If he did this 
outside the Temple, he is not liable for 
making an outside offering. ] 

{The mishnah must be speaking of a 
case in which he either took the Shulchan 
out of the Temple and set the panim 
breads on it on Shabbos, or] he put up a 
table outside and set the panim breads 
upon it on Shabbos intending it for the 
purpose of the placement of panim bread 
(Tif. Yis.). 


i737 NX וְהַמֶּטִיב‎ — or who prepares the 
lamps [of the Menorah], 

{One of the daily avodos performed 
each morning in the Temple was to 
prepare the lamps of the Menorah for its 
lighting in the late afternoon.”] 

There are four opinions as to what this 
service [known as ,הַטָבָה‎ preparing | entailed. 
Rashi (see his Comm. to Ex. 30:7; cf. Ibn Ezra 
there) states that this avodah consisted of 
removing the previous night's oil, ashes and 
wicks. It follows from this that refilling the 
lamps and replacing the wicks is not consid- 
ered an avodah, but merely necessary steps to 
prepare the Menorah for the lighting in the 
evening (see also Rashash to Tamid 3:9). 
Mikdash David (Kodashim II, 21:2) suggests 
that Rabbeinu Gershom to Menachos 100a 
concurs with Rashi. 

Rashba (Teshuvos 1:309) states that both 
cleaning and refilling the lamps, as well as 
replacing of the wicks, are part of the service 
of preparing the lamps; thus, they were all 
done during the morning. Rav (Tamid 3:9) 
follows this opinion. 

Ramban (Milchamos, first paragraph in 
Yoma) explains that the avodah includes 
only filling the lamps with oil and inserting 
the fresh wicks, so that this has to be done 
every morning. Cleaning the lamps and 
removing the used wicks is only a step in 
readying the Menorah for the avodah proper 
of refilling the lamps and replacing the 
wicks. 

According to all of these views, it is 
surprising that our mishnah does not list 
separately the lighting of the Menorah as one 
of the avodos for which there is no liability 
for performing it outside the Temple. 
Tosafos (Sanhedrin 82b, s.v. (היוצק‎ note this 
and answer that lighting the Menorah is not 
an avodah, as stated clearly in Yoma 24b. 

Rambam (Temidin U’Mussafin 3:10-12), 
followed by Ritva, rules that 727, preparing 


1. [The discussion above in regard to whether Shulchan refers specifically to the Table in the 
Temple or to any table set up outside is applicable to the Menorah as well. See above s.v. 


[,המסדר 
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זבחים 
יד/ג 
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minchah- offerings. They have most holy 
status and are eaten only by male Ko- 
hanim within the Temple Courtyard (see 
Lev. 23:17-20; Tosefta Korbanos 6:7; 
Rambam, Temidin U’ Mussafin 8:11 with 
Yad Eisan). (Thus, there is no liability for 
offering them outside the Temple.] 


or the panim bread,‏ — וְלְחֶם הַפָּנִים, 

{Every Shabbos twelve loaves of fine 
wheat flour were arranged on the 
Shulchan (table) in two vertical racks, six 
loaves to a rack. A spoonful of frankin- 
cense was placed next to or on each rack. 
Each Shabbos the previous week’s loaves 
would be removed to be replaced with 
twelve fresh loaves. No part of the loaves 
was offered up, but the two spoonfuls of 
frankincense [719129 [שָנִי בְּזִיבִי‎ were burnt 
upon the Altar (see above, 13:6). The 
loaves were in the category of most holy 
offerings and were eaten by the Kohanim 
subject to the stringencies thereof (see 
Lev. 24:5-9).] 


or the remainder of‏ — וּשָיָרִי מֶנְחות; 
minchah-offerings;‏ 

[What remains of a minchah- offering 
after its kometz and frankincense have 
been removed and placed upon the Altar 
fires is supposed to be eaten by the 
Kohanim (see Lev. 6:7-11). Consequently, 
it is not subject to liability for being 
offered outside the Temple.] 

[This entry concludes the list of offer- 
ing substances for which one is not liable 
if he offers them outside the Temple. 
What follows now is a list of avodos for 
which one is not- liable if he performs 
them outside the Temple even if the 
substance which he uses is subject to 
liability.] 


oxi — one who pours [oil on a 
minchah-offering], 

[Olive oil is applied to a minchah- 
offering three times (if it is a n'70 מִנְחַת‎ 
fine flour minchah-offering). First oil is 
poured into an empty vessel, to which the 
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flour is then added. Oil is then poured 
over the flour and the flour is mixed with 
the oil ,בְּלִילֶה)‎ mixing). The entire mix- 
ture is then shifted to a sacred vessel, and 
the rest of the oil is then poured over it 
(see Lev. 2:1-3). The minchah- offerings 
which are fried (Lev. 2:5-10) follow an 
almost identical procedure, which differs 
in only one detail — after the flour and oil 
are mixed they are fried; the third oil 
pouring is done after the frying. This is 
omitted for minchah-offerings baked in 
an oven (Lev. 2:5; see Menachos 6:3).] 


Sian — [or] who mixes [it], 

[The flour of most minchah- offerings 
is mixed with olive oil prior to being 
baked or fried. An exception to this is the 
minchah-offering which is made as 
wafers (P2777) which is baked in an oven 
(713m ;מִנְחַת מַאַפָה‎ see Lev. 2:5). According 
to the halachically accepted view of the 
Sages (Menachos 6:3), they were mixed 
only with water prior to being baked (this 
is not referred to with the term (בְּלִילָה‎ 
and later smeared with oil.] 


[or] who breaks [it] up,‏ — הַפּותַת, 

[All baked and fried minchah- 
offerings were broken into four pieces 
after being prepared (see Lev. 2:6, Mena- 
chos 6:4).] 


[or] who salts,‏ — הַמולְחַ, 

[Every substance offered up upon the 
Altar for burning must first be salted — 
including the kometz of a minchah, the 
entire minchah of Kohanim, the emurin, 
and the limbs of an olah (see Lev. 2:13).] 


[or] who performs tenufah [lit.,‏ — הַמָּנִיִף, 
who waves],‏ 

[Some offerings, or parts thereof, were 
waved to and fro and then up and down 
at some point of their avodah. The 
following offerings were waved: The 
metzora’s asham (before its slaughter) 
with the log of oil which accompanied it 
(Lev. 14:12 with Rashi); the emurin of a 
personal shelamim and todah, together 


[352] 


14 


who receives blood outside — is not liable. One is not 


3 liable on its account either because of non-Kohen status, 
nor because of tumah-contamination, nor because of 
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shechitah to other non-concluding 
avodos. 

There is yet another avodah for which 
one is not liable for performing outside 
— melikah (see above 13:7) — which is 
omitted from this listing. The reason for 
this omission is that melikah would be 
incongruous among avodos whose ex- 
emption is due to their being non-final 
avodos, since it is analogous to shechitah 
(to which the rule about finality does not 
apply). Rather, the exemption of melikah 
rests upon Biblical inferences which 
specifically exempt melikah from being 
classified as shechitah. It is because of 
this that melikah is not listed here (Tos. 
to Sanhedrin 82b, s.v. .(היוצק‎ 


pan px — One is not liable on its‏ עָלִיו 
account‏ 

[Le., one is not liable for performing 
any of the avodos listed earlier — from 
pi, one who pours, and further — for 
the following transgressions:] 


either because of‏ — לא ow»‏ זָרוּת, 
non-Kohen status,‏ 

A non-Kohen may not perform any 
avodah from the receiving of the blood 
and on (if it is an animal offering), or 
from kemitzah and further (if it is a 
minchah-offering) [see mishnah 3:1]. 
Any essential avodah performed by a 
non-Kohen is invalid, so that by per- 


forming such an avodah the non-Kohen 
invalidates the offering (see 2:1). How- 
ever, the punishment given to a non-Ko- 
hen who performs an avodah — nn 
omw pa, death at the hands of 
Heaven" or lashes (מַלְקוּת)‎ — for trans- 
gressing the negative commandment 
(Numbers 18:4; see Sanhedrin 9:6), does 
not apply to any but a concluding 
avodah. The Gemara (Yoma 24a) ad- 
duces Biblical exegesis to establish this 
(Rashi). Thus, it applies only to zerikah, 
offering up for burning, and pouring of 
wine and water libations (Gem. loc. cit.). 
However, the negative commandment 
prohibiting the performance of avodah 
by a non-Kohen with the attendant 
punishment of lashes, and the disqualifi- 
cation of the avodah for an essential 
avodah, apply to all avodos as indicated 
above (see Rambam, Bias HaMikdash 
9:2-4),2) 

If the avodah is a concluding avodah, one 
is liable even if the avodah in question is not 
an essential avodah — eg., burning the 
emurin. 


nor because of tu-‏ — וְלא DWH‏ טְמְאֶה, 
mah-contamination,‏ 

[The Torah (Lev. 22:2) prohibits a 
Kohen from performing any avodah 
while tamei. If this ban is transgressed 
intentionally, the transgressor is pun- 
ished with lashes or death at the hands of 


1. The distinction between death at the hands of Heaven and kares, which is also a Divinely 
executed punishment, is that one who is subject to kares receives further punishment in the 
World to Come if he has not repented properly, whereas one who is subject to death at the 
hands of Heaven has received his full penalty with his early death (Rambam Comm. to 
Sanhedrin 9:6). Others explain that kares includes dying without leaving descendants, 
whereas this death does not include that additional penalty (Rashi to Shabbos 25a). A third 
view, cited from Yerushalmi (Bikkurim 2), is that kares brings death by the age of fifty while 
death at the hands of Heaven occurs by sixty. However, our Gemara (Moed Katan 28a) 
maintains that kares also allows one to live until sixty. According to this view, death at the 
hands of Heaven may even be past sixty (Tos. to Yevamos 2a, s.v. אחיו‎ NWN). 


2. Mishneh LaMelech (Perashas Derachim, in the section Derech Mitzvosecha) and Minchas 
Chinuch (§390) reason that daughters of Kohanim are not included in the term 11, non-Kohen, 
which refers to people not of Aaron’s seed. Rather, they are restricted from performing the 
service because avodah must be performed by אָהָרן‎ 732, lit., the sons of Aaron, as implied by the 
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the lamps, basically means to light the lamps. 
Accordingly, the lamps were lit not only in 
the afternoon but also in the morning to 
fulfill the obligatory (morning) service of 
.הַטָבָה‎ Cleaning the lamps, also part of the 
service, is called yaw [dishun]. 


or who performs kemitzah,‏ — וְהַקמץ, 

[I.e., one who removes the kometz 
required of most minchah-offerings. Al- 
though the act of kemitzah for a min- 
chah is analogous to the avodah of 
slaughtering in an animal offering, there 
is no liability for doing this avodah 
outside the Temple, as will be explained 
below.] 

Sfas Emes ponders whether one is liable 
for offering up outside the Temple a kometz 
which was separated outside. Since kemitzah 
is valid only if performed within, the 
kemitzah outside has no legal standing. 
Consequently, offering up this kometz 
should be viewed as offering up flour from a 
minchah before kemitzah, for which one is 
not liable (see above, 13:5). One cannot 
compare this with offering up an animal 
offering after it was slaughtered outside, 
since there are specific Biblical inferences 
that one is liable for offering up after 
slaughtering outside (see comm. to 13:1). 
[Furthermore, slaughter has validity besides 
as an avodah, so that slaughter performed 
outside the Temple is surely worthy of the 
halachic term shechitah. Kemitzah, by con- 
trast, has validity only as an avodah, so that 
if it is performed in an invalid way — outside 
— it can be viewed, in effect, as not having 
occurred.] However, the editor of Sfas Emes 
points out in a marginal note that one can 
infer from Rashi’s words to Gem. 107a (s.v. 
(הקומץ‎ that there is liability even in such a 
case. 


- ying omy וְהַמְקַבָּל‎ — or one who 
receives blood outside — 

[He received blood in a vessel from the 
incision in the neck of an offering 
slaughtered within the Temple or outside 
it (see mishnah 13:1).] 


£105 — is not liable. 

]]6, if one offers up outside the 
Temple any of the non-Altar substances 
of the first half of this list, or performs 
any of the avodos of the second half of 
the list, he is not liable.] The non-Altar 
substances are excluded because they are 
not fit for the Temple Altar. The avodos 
mentioned in this list are excluded be- 
cause the Gemara (115b) infers from 
Biblical exegesis that there is liability 
only for avodos which resemble the 
offering up of the limbs of an olah. Just 
as offering up ]1.6., burning תס‎ the Altar] 
the limbs of a olah is a concluding 
avodah, with no further avodah neces- 
sary for that substance, so too any other 
avodah must be a final one in order to 
entail liability for offering it out of the 
Temple (Rav). Therefore, there is liability 
for offering up the emurin of animal 
offerings, for offering up the kometz, 
frankincense, and those minchah- 
offerings from which no kometz is 
separated, the (daily) incense, and for 
pouring the libations (Rashi there; see 
above 13:4,6). [However, none of the 
avodos listed earlier in this mishnah are 
final avodos. For those which pertain to 
minchah and animal offerings, the offer- 
ing up of the kometz, minchah, emurin, 
or limbs, upon the Altar is the final 
avodah. For the panim breads, the final 
avodah is offering up the two spoonfuls 
of their frankincense upon the Altar. For 
preparing the Menorah, lighting of the 
lamps is the final avodah.") For receiving 
the blood (2332), zerikah is the final 
avodah. | 

The only exception to this rule is 
slaughter; although it is not a final 
avodah one is liable for it because the 
Torah explicitly states liability for it (Lev. 
17:3-4). The Gemara (107b) explains 
why no analogy can be drawn from 


1. Although lighting itself is not an avodah (as noted above), it nevertheless puts the avodos 
preceding it into the category of non-final avodos (see Yoma 24b). 
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the Kohanim wash their hands and feet 
before they perform an avodah, and 
specifies that transgression of this direc- 
tive be punished with death at the hands 
of Heaven. The mishnah (2:1) states that 
an essential avodah performed by a 
Kohen who has not washed is invalid. 
Nevertheless, if he performed one of the 
non-concluding avodos listed above, he 


was forbidden to do the avodos).] 

The Gemara (18a) adduces Biblical 
inferences (a gezeirah shavah) which 
establish that ‘one who has not washed’ 
is to be compared with one who lacks 
vestments in regard to the disqualifica- 
tion of his avodah, and in regard to the 
punishment of ‘death at the hands of 
Heaven’ (Rashi). 


is not liable for punishment (though he 


4. 


Bamah‏ ,793 95י 


93, bamah (lit. high place; pl. bamos) is the common Scriptural term for any altar 
other than the Altar of the Mishkan (Tabernacle) or Temple. [The Mishkan was 
originally built in the wilderness, and later became a more permanent structure at 
Shiloh. The Holy Temple stood in Jerusalem.] During most of Israel’s history, it was 
not permissible to offer sacrifices תס‎ bamos (see, e.g., I] Kings 12:4, 14:4, 15:4,35). 
However, the ban was not applicable during the short periods in which the home for 
communal sacrifice came to be in Gilgal, Nov, and Giveon, as outlined in the 
following mishnayos. Although a Mishkan stood at these sites as well, they were not 
considered a full Sanctuary or Temple, for reasons which will be discussed in the 
commentary. The term bamah is used for non-Sanctuary altars of either the permitted 
or forbidden periods. 

There are two kinds of bamah: (a) The 19173 793, major bamah, also known as בָּמַת‎ 
,)יבור‎ communal bamanh. As indicated by its name, this type of bamah was the altar of 
the public, and communal offerings were sacrificed on it. (b) The m3ayp M93, minor 
bamah, known also as 11? M93, private bamah. 

A minor bamah may be erected anywhere, ‘even atop one’s roof’ (Gem. 117a), or at 
the entrance to one’s courtyard or garden (Tosefta Korbanos 13:7). According to the 
Sages (above 13:3), in order for a bamah to be valid, it must be a ‘built altar,’ a structure 
rather than a single boulder. Rashi (to 1088 s.v. שיעלה‎ and 108b s.v. הצבור‎ Sy) 
stipulates that it must be a structure specifically constructed for the purpose of serving 
as an altar (cf. Rambam, Maaseh HaKorbanos 19:1). Nevertheless, it is not necessary 
that the private bamah resemble the Temple Altar even in essential details; only the 
communal bamah need have ‘horns’, a ramp, base, or be square (Gem. 108b). There are 
also a number of procedural requirements that apply only to sacrifices offered on the 
Temple Altar, but not to those offered on a bamah. These are discussed in mishnah 10. 

Only personal offerings are permitted on a private bamah; communal offerings | 
may be offered only on the major bamah (mishnah 10). Furthermore, only voluntary 
offerings may be brought on a private bamah but not obligatory ones. Thus, one may 
offer only the personal olah and shelamim, but not the chatas, asham, bechor, 
maaser, and pesach offerings. The Gemara (117a) shows how this distinction can be 
derived from Biblical exegesis. 
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Heaven (see Rambam, Bias HaMikdash 
4:1). Additional to this, the avodah is 
disqualified within the parameters de- 
fined for a non-Kohen (see above 2:1, 3:1). 
However, if he performs the non- 
concluding avodos listed in this mishnah, 
he is not liable for lashes or ‘death at the 
hands of heaven’ (although it was forbid- 
den for him to do these avodos). 

The prohibition for a tamei person to 
perform avodah derives from the same 
verse as that which serves as the basis for 
the ban on a non-Kohen (Lev. 22:2): 1137) 
מִקְרְשִי בְנִיְיִשְרְאַל וְלא יְחַלְלוּ...‎ and they 
shall set themselves apart from the holy 
things of the Children of Israel and shall 
not desecrate . . . 45 stated in the Gemara 
(15b, 17a). Hence, the laws governing 
them should be the same for a non- 
Kohen and a tamei (Rashi). 


nor because of‏ — וְלא AMD DW‏ בֶּנָדִים, 
lack of vestments,‏ 

The Torah commands that certain 
vestments be worn by the Kohanim 
when they perform the service. The 
vestments are described in Exodus ch. 28 
(see Rashi et al. there, Rambam, Klei 
HaMikdash 8:16-9:11; see also Yad 


Avraham comm. to Yoma 7:5). The 
punishment for performing the avodah 
without vestments is also ‘death at the 
hands of Heaven’ (see Ex. 28:43; San- 
hedrin 83b; Tos. there s.v. ,(אין‎ or lashes 
(Rambam, Hil. Sanhedrin 19:2). All es- 
sential avodos performed by a Kohen not 
wearing the vestments are invalid (2:1). 
(However, there is no liability for pun- 
ishment if he performed the non-con- 
cluding avodos listed above without 
vestments. } 

The Gemara (17b) establishes that the 
Kehunah status concerning avodah de- 
pends upon wearing the vestments, and 
that without them the Kohanim are in 
the category of non-Kohanim as far as 
the avodah is concerned. [The invalida- 
tion of an avodah performed by a Kohen 
not wearing the vestments is based, by 
the Gemara, on this concept.}”! Hence, 
any principle which is stated for a 
non-Kohen, can be assumed to be true for 
a Kohen not wearing the vestments 
(Rashi). 


p37 Dw KD) — nor because‏ יָדַיִם וְרַגְלים. 
of unwashed hands and feet.‏ 
[The Torah (Ex. 30:20) commands that‏ 


Gemara in Kiddushin (36a). Hence, it is only a nwy niyn, positive mitzvah (or 9239 X27 לָאו‎ 
mwy) which constrains them from doing the avodah. Consequently, the punishment of ‘death 
at the hands of Heaven’ should not apply to them. 

There is yet another prohibition punishable with death ‘at the hands of Heaven’ which bans 
some non-Kohanim from performing the avodah. The Torah (Numbers 18:3) exhorts the 
Levites not to infringe upon the Kohanim by performing avodos reserved for the Kohanim. 
Minchas Chinuch (§389) reasons that the restriction of final avodah does not apply to this 
prohibition, so that a Levite performing the avodah is liable to ‘death at the hands of Heaven’ 
even for a non-concluding avodah. 


1. The Gemara (Sanhedrin 83b) derives the punishment of ‘death at the hands of Heaven’ for 
performing the avodah while not wearing the vestments, from the principle that without their 
vestments the Kohanim lack the requisite Kehunah status. Tosafos (s.v. (אין‎ wonder at this, 
since the Torah itself explicitly states this punishment in regard to the vestments (Ex. 28:43). 
Tosafos point out that the death punishment is stated in a passage commanding the Kohanim 
to include 0°p}D”, trousers, in their vestment; they conclude from this that the death 
punishment stated there refers only to the lack of trousers. If so, then the death punishment of 
a Kohen performing an avodah without trousers need not be based on the principle that a 
Kohen without vestments lacks Kehunah, so that there is no basis for restricting the 
punishment to concluding avodos in the case of the absence of trousers (see Sfas Emes to 17b). 
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in the interim between the giving of the 
Torah and the erection of the Tabernacle, the 
firstborns performed the avodah. The Gem. 
(115b), however, cites a dissenting Tannaitic 
opinion that the election of Aaron and his 
descendants to the Kehunah preceded 
slightly the giving of the Torah. According 
to this opinion, the above-cited verse is to be 
rendered: And he dismissed the young men 
[ie., the firstborns] and they [i.e., Aaron’s 
children] brought olah offerings (see Rashi). 

In preparation for the Revelation at Mt. 
Sinai, Moshe was commanded (Ex. 19:22): 
Also the Kohanim who come near to HASHEM 
shall sanctify themselves. Depending on 
when the election of Aaron and his descen- 
dants became effective, Kohanim in this 
verse will refer either to actual Kohanim or to 
the firstborns (see Gem.; Rashi and the Ibn 
Ezra to Ex. 19:22). 

Keren Orah raises an interesting question: 
During the periods of bamah permissibility, 
we find that everyone — not only firstborns 
— was permitted to perform the avodah at a 
minor bamah (see Tosefta 13:5,8). Now, it 
stands to reason that a lifting of the restric- 
tion against offering outside the Sanctuary 
of the day constitutes a reversion to pre- 
Tabernacle status. But this would entail a 
return to an avodah restricted to firstborns — 
clearly not what the sources indicate. Keren 
Orah speculates that even in the pre-Taber- 
nacle era, the restriction of the avodah to 
firstborns was only in regard to communal 
offerings and not personal offerings, which 
anyone could perform. Communal offerings 
— even during periods of bamah permissi- 
bility — were restricted to the major bamah 
(7272 (בָּמָה‎ at which only Kohanim 
(analogous to the pre-Tabernacle firstborns) 
could officiate (see mishnah 10). Thus, the 
periods of bamah permissibility were identi- 


cal to the pre-Tabernacle period. Individual 
offerings — the only type permitted at minor 
bamos — were never restricted to firsborns 
even in the pre-Sinaitic period, so that a 
reversion to this status during the periods of 
permissibility would allow all people to offer 
sacrifices on them. 

A similar problem exists in regard to 
gentiles. The Midrashim indicate that even 
prior to Abraham (when all people were 
certainly considered gentiles), sacrifices 
could be performed only by firstborns. (See 
also Rambam Comm. who writes: ‘From the 
days of Adam the avodah was restricted to 
firstborns,’ implying that this restriction was 
in effect for gentiles, too, in the pre-Sinaitic 
period.) As the giving of the Torah at Sinai 
did not alter the Noahide laws pertaining to 
gentiles, the ban on bamos does not apply to 
them (Gemara 116b). Thus, it would seem 
that the pre-Sinai rules should still apply to 
them, so that their avodah should be re- 
stricted to firstborns. However, this is at 
variance with the Gemara’s statement (116b) 
regarding gentiles that ‘each and every one 
may build a bamah for himself and offer 
upon it whatever he desires,’!#! 


When‏ — מִשָהוּקם הַמִּשְכָּן, NOX)‏ הַבָּמות, 
the Tabernacle was erected, the bamos‏ 
became forbidden‏ 

As soon as the Tabernacle was erected 
by Moshe in the wilderness, it became 
prohibited to offer sacrifices on a bamah 
(see Lev. ch. 17). 

The Torah, in its ban against offering 
a sacrifice outside the Mishkan, refers to 
one who has not brought it to the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting (Lev. 
17:4). This indicates that the prohibition 


1. It seems to this writer that both these problems might be resolved in the following manner. 
Once the Kohanim were substituted for the firstborns, the latter lost their privileged status in 
regard to offering sacrifices. Thus, even during the periods of bamah permissibility, there 
could not be a reversion to the former bechor status, which had now lost revelance. The 
rejection of the firstborn in favor of the Kohanim of the seed of Aaron was a universal choice, 
and not limited to Israelite firstborns. Thus, subsequent to Aaron’s election, any gentile could 
perform the sacrificial service at a gentile’s altar. 
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NNN הַבָּמוּת‎ PT שָלא הוּקם הַמְּשָכֶּן,‎ Ty — 
Until the Tabernacle was erected, bamos 
were permitted 

Prior to the time that the Tabernacle 
was erected in the wilderness by Moshe 
after the Exodus, it was permitted to 
offer sacrifices to God on what were in 
effect bamos, i.e., non-Sanctuary altars. 

[As is well known, Noah, the patri- 
archs (and, as related by the Sages, 
Adam) offered sacrifices on such bamos 
(see Gem. 9:20, 12:8, 15:8-17, 22:13, 26:25, 
35:1-7). Clearly, the Torah views this as 
having been a commendable and even 
necessary facet of Divine worship.] 

[The language of the mishnah implies that 
even in the interim between the giving of the 
Torah in Sivan of the first year of the 
Exodus, and the erection of the Tabernacle in 
Nissan of the second year”! bamos were 
permitted (see below, s.v. [.(ועבודה‎ 


and the service was‏ — וַעָבודָה בַּבְכורות. 
[performed] by the firstborns.‏ 

It is stated [in regard to the offerings 
sacrificed at the covenant of Mount 


Sinai] (Ex. 24:5): And he [Moshe] sent the 
young men of the Children of Israel and 
they offered up olah offerings (Rav, 
Rashi from Gem. 116b). [We can see 
from the fact that the young men rather 
than Kohanim were charged with per- 
forming these sacrifices that at this junc- 
ture in history, the avodah was not yet 
restricted to Kohanim. Although the 
verse does not clearly indicate that the 
young men were firstborns,” this seems 
to have been an Oral Tradition (see 
Rambam, Comm. in ed. Kafich). The role 
of the firstborn as a Kohen in the 
pre-Tabernacle era is mentioned often in 
Aggadic sources (see, e.g., the sources 
cited by Rashi to Genesis 25:31, 49:3; 
Targumim there; Midrash Bamidbar 
Rabbah 4:8). Rambam (Comm.) states: 
‘The avodah had always been done by 
firstborns, from [the days of Adam] to 
Moshe’. 

The mishnah’s language until the Taber- 
nacle was erected ... the avodah was per- 
formed by the firstborns indicates that even 


1. There are two references in the Torah to what seem to be the offerings of sacrifices on bamos 
in this interim period. When the Israelites entered the covenant at Mt. Sinai, an altar was built 
and offerings sacrificed (Exodus 24:4-6). However, although the context would imply that this 
occurred after the giving of the Torah, it is understood by Rashi (there) to have occurred prior 
to the giving of the Torah. Ramban points out that it is actually a debate among Tannaim in 
Mechilta (to Ex. 19:10) whether this episode took place before or after the giving of the Torah. 
Therefore, at least according to some Tannaim, it can be demonstrated that bamos were 
permitted during this interim period. Another instance is the occasion of Yisro’s arrival at the 
Israelite camp when sacrifices were offered (Ex. 18:12). Here, too, there is Tannaitic debate 
whether this preceded or followed the giving of the Torah (Gem. 116a), so that one can deduce 
from the opinion of some Tannaim that bamos were permitted in this interim period. 


2. The Targumim and R’ Saadiah Gaon do, in fact, render נַעָרִי‎ lit. young men, as 7133, 
firstborn. Perhaps, the Torah does not use the word נער‎ here in its usual sense of young man, 
but in the sense of servant, as in My} IM, his servant Gechazi (II Kings 4:12; see Radak 
Shorashim s.v. 13). In the context of sacrificial service it would thus mean those designated to 
be servants of HASHEM to perform the avodah who, tradition teaches, were the firstborns. 
Accordingly, the Torah’s use of a generic term for an avodah-servant rather than the usual 
term Kohen makes it all the more clear that the Kohanim were then not yet designated as the 
avodah-servants. (See also Rav in his Amar Nekei supercommentary to Rashi ibid. who 
discerns other allusions to firstborns in the term "yj; cf. Perush R’ Avraham ben HaRambam; 
Ramban; Chizkuni). 


[358] משניות / זבחים — פרק יד: פרת חטאת 


14 


Kohanim. The most holy offerings were eaten within 


5 the curtains; the offerings of lesser holiness throughout 


the Israelite camp. 


5, “They came to Gilgal and the bamos were permitted. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


which followed it (Rashi from Gem. 
118b; Seder Olam Rabbah 11; Rambam, 
Beis HaBechirah 1:2). 


Many of the facts about the fourteen year 
sojourn at Gilgal are not stated explicitly in 
Scripture, but rest on the Oral Tradition. In 
Joshua (4:19) we are told that Gilgal to the 
east of Jericho was where Joshua established 
the first Israelite camp in Eretz Yisrael. 
Further (5:10) we are told that the Israelites 
brought the pesach-offering at Gilgal. Since 
there is an uncontested halachic rule that 
obligatory offerings could not be brought at 
a minor bamah (see Gem. 117a), one must 
conclude that at this time a major bamah had 
already been set up at Gilgal. As mentioned 
above, the Tabernacle was re-erected there. 

Subsequently, the Tabernacle was estab- 
lished in Shiloh when the land had been 
conquered before them (Josh. 18:1). Scripture 
does not inform us about the exact date of 
this move to Shiloh; only that it was after the 
land had been conquered. The Sages (see 
Gem. 118b, Seder Olam ch. 11) report, no 
doubt on the basis of an oral tradition, that 
the entire interim period was fourteen years, 
consisting of seven years of conquest, and 
seven years of apportionment. Conclusive 
Scriptural proof is adduced for the first seven 
year period. In Joshua (14:6) we are told (in 
the context of the first mention of apportion- 
ment) that Joshua was petitioned by Calev 
that the city of Hebron be given to him in 
fulfillment of the promise made to him in 
Deut. 1:36. In his remarks, Calev mentions 
that he was forty years old at the time of the 
ill-fated spy expedition, that forty-five years 
had elapsed since, and that he was now 
eighty-five years old. The spy mission took 
place towards the end of the second year of 
the Exodus and it was not until thirty-eight 
years later that the Israelites entered Eretz 
Yisrael. Thus, Calev was seventy-eight years 
old at the time of entry (40 + 38) and seven 
years passed before he asked for his land at 


the age of eighty-five years old. It is assumed 
that Calev’s petition occurred at the conclu- 
sion of the period of conquest, thus giving us 
the figure of seven years for that period. 

Scriptural evidence for the seven-year 
period of apportionment is not as clearcut. 
One approach in the Gemara is the assump- 
tion that this period lasted as long as the 
period of conquest. Alternatively, the 
Gemara cites a verse in Ezekiel (40:1) which is 
understood as fixing the date of the conquest 
of Jeruslaem by the legions of Nebuchadnez- 
zar fourteen years before the Yovel year. 
Now the starting point of the Yovel calcula- 
tion is the end of the apportionment period 
(see Arachin 12b), and the time which 
elapsed between Joshua’s entry into the land 
and the conquest of Jerusalem is known to be 
850 years which is exactly 17 Yovel cycles. 
Thus, if the Babylonian conquest of 
Jerusalem occurred fourteen years before the 
end of a Yovel cycle, it must be that a 
fourteen-year period elapsed between the 
entry into the land and the beginning of the 
Yovel calculations. Hence, the period of 
apportionment did not end until fourteen 
years had passed from the entry into the land 
(Gem. 118b; Seder Olam ch. 11). 


and the bamos were‏ — וְהֶתְּרוּ הַבָּמות. 
permitted.‏ 

Even though the Tabernacle stood in 
Gilgal, it was still permitted to bring 
sacrifices at a bamah,") 


Regarding the ban against slaughter- 
ing offerings outside the Tabernacle, the 
Torah states (Lev. 17:3,4( Any person 
who will slaughter ... in the camp or 
who will slaughter outside the camp. 
And to the entrance of the Tabernacle he 
has not brought it ... that person will be 
cut off... Thus, one violates this prohibi- 
tion only if he offers sacrifices [either] 
within the camp [or outside it]. Clearly, 


1. See Comm. at the end of mishnah 6 for Meshech Chochmah’s novel reason why bamos 
were permitted during certain Sanctuary eras but not during others. 
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OID? DIK] DWI?‏ מן הַקָלָעִים; קָדָשִים קלִים 


733 מַחָנָה יַשְרְאֶל. 


זבחים 
יד/ה 


[ה] בַא לגִּלְגָּל, וְהַתָּרוּ הַבָּמות. Dwi wiz‏ 


יד אברהס 


is tied to the existence of the Tabernacle 
(Rav). 

Gentiles, however, are not subject to this 
prohibition [just as they are not subject to all 
the other commandments of the Torah other 
than the seven Noahide laws.] They may 
offer sacrifices to God wherever they wish, 
even nowadays. However, a Jew may not 
physically assist them and surely not act as 
their agent, since such sacrifices are prohib- 
ited to him. Nevertheless, a Jew may instruct 
them regarding proper sacrificial procedure 
(Rav from Gem. 116b). 


and the service was‏ — וְעָבוּדָה בְּכְחָנִים. 
[performed] by Kohanim.‏ 

[The Torah states (Ex. 28:1) in the 
context of the preparations for the Taber- 
nacle: NX TX NS We? IAT TAN) 
לִי‎ 13927 ONY? מתוך בְּנִי‎ INK וְאֶת-בָּנָיו‎ 
And you [Moshe] bring near to yourself 
Aaron, your brother, and his sons with 
him, from among the Children of Israel, 
to serve before Me. There are also 
numerous other verses in the Torah 
which stipulate Aaron and his sons to be 
the exclusive performers of the avodah in 
the Tabernacle. Exodus ch. 28 contains 
detailed instructions for the investiture of 
Aaron and his sons with the office of the 
Kehunah. ] 

WIR —‏ קָרָשִים mI? DIK]‏ מן הַקְלָעִים; 


The most holy offerings were eaten 
within the curtains; 

Whereas in the pre-Tabernacle era, 
sacrifices could be eaten anywhere, such 
eating became restricted to specific areas 


4 


axa - They came to Gilgal‏ לְגִּלְגָל 

When the Israelites crossed the Jordan 
after the forty year sojourn in the desert, 
they erected the Tabernacle at Gilgal, 
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when the Tabernacle was erected. Thus, 
the Torah commands that most holy 
offerings, such as chatas and asham 
offerings, must be eaten in the Taberna- 
cle’s Courtyard (Rashi; see Lev. 6:9,19; 
7:6). 

[The Tabernacle’s Courtyard was 
ringed with curtains. The enclosed area 
was halachically analogous to the subse- 
quent Temple Courtyard in Jerusalem. 


The restriction of the meat of the most 


holy offerings to the Temple Courtyard 
has been mentioned above in mishnah 
5:3 (see comm. there).] 


Sxqw mina קלים בְּכָל‎ ow — the 
offerings of lesser holiness throughout 
the Israelite camp. 

The Israelite tribes were arranged in a 
prescribed formation around the Taber- 
nacle (see Numbers ch. 2). These forma- 
tions constituted the Israelite camp. After 
the Tabernacle’s erection, offerings of 
lesser holiness could be eaten only within 
the confines of the Israelite camp [see 
Gemara 55a for Biblical allusions to this 
ruling] (Rashi). [The Gemara (116b) 
clarifies that the term Israelite camp is to 
be taken in its strict sense, ie. the 
offerings were permitted to be eaten only 
within the parameters of the camp, and 
not outside it. The Gemara also states 
that the camp was __halachically 
analogous to the area within the walls of 
Jerusalem during the Temple era (see also 
Ramban to Deut. 12:8; Perush HaTur 
and Meshech Chochmah there). 


near Jericho. This Tabernacle stood for 
the next fourteen years — the entire 
seven year period of conquest, and the 
seven year period of apportionment 
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The most holy offerings were eaten within the curtains; 


5 the offerings of lesser holiness [could be eaten] any- 


where. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


mishnah 4, obligatory sacrifices could be 
offered only at a major bamah but not at 
a minor bamah. The only types of most 
holy offerings that were eaten were 
chatas and asham offerings, which were 
brought only on an obligatory basis, and 
minchah-offerings which are not 
brought at all at a minor bamah"!. Thus, 
edible most holy offerings had to be 
brought to the major bamah at Gilgal, 
where they could be eaten only within 
the Gilgal Tabernacle’s curtained off 
courtyard [similar to the curtained court- 
yard of the wilderness Tabernacle] 
(Rashi). (Had it been permissible to offer 
chatas and asham offerings at minor 
bamos where there was no curtain, and 
where the area surrounding the altar 
consequently did not have sacred status, 
it would have surely been permitted to be 
eaten anywhere.] 

The Gemara (117a) records a dispute 
between R’ Shimon and the Sages as to what 
sacrifices an individual was allowed to offer 
at a major bamah. The Sages state that all 
offerings permitted at the wilderness Taber- 
nacle were also permitted at the major 
bamah. Thus it was permissible to offer 
personal chatas and asham offerings at the 
major bamah. R’ Shimon, however, holds 
that besides the personal voluntary offerings 
permitted even at a minor bamah, only 
obligatory olah offerings tied to a set time 
(ie., the daily and festival olah offerings) 
were permitted at a major bamah (but not 
chatas offerings even if they were commu- 
nal; see Gem. 118a, Rashi and Tos. s.v. 
.(ותתרגם‎ Obviously, our mishnah which 
mentions the eating of obligatory most holy 
offerings at the major bamah in Gilgal is 
following the view of the Sages. 


‘Dipy 53a קַרָשִים קְלִים‎ — offerings of 


lesser holiness [could be eaten] any- 
where. 


(Offerings of lesser holiness which 
had been offered at the major bamah in 
Gilgal could be eaten anywhere, and they 
were not limited to the area seen from the 
bamah, as was the case in Shiloh (see 
mishnah 6).] The camp formations 
דְּגָלִים]‎ used in the wilderness were 
abandoned once the tribes entered Eretz 
Yisrael. The Israelites now ranged over 
the entire land in order to conquer it and 
did not camp around the Tabernacle. 
Because of this, the Israelite camp [i.e., the 
area surrounding the Tabernacle] lost its 
sacred status, [so that the consumption of 
offerings of lesser holiness could not be 
restricted to this area] (Rashi; see also 
Rav and Rambam Comm). 


[At Shiloh, however, and later at 
Jerusalem, although the camp formations no 
longer existed, their halachic equivalents 
existed and therefore the eating of less holy 
offerings was restricted to certain areas. As is 
well known (see Gem. 116b), the area of the 
Temple Mount in Jerusalem corresponded to 
the Levite camp, and the rest of Jerusalem to 
the Israelite camp; these respective areas of 
Jerusalem were subject to the same restric- 
tions regarding persons contaminated with 
tumah that applied to their corresponding 
areas in the camp formations of the 
wilderness. The Sanctuary at Shiloh, too, was 
surrounded by areas equivalent to the Levite 
and Israelite camps in regard to tumah (Gem. 
118a; see General Introduction). The area 
‘within sight’ of Shiloh was equivalent to the 
Israelite camp (Keren Orah there). Indeed, the 
fact that the restriction against bamos is in 
force itself indicates that a three part camp 
(Shechinah, Levite, and Israelite camps) is in 
existence (ibid.). 


1. This is the view of R’ Yehudah in mishnah 10. Obviously, Rashi means to point out that 
this mishnah can be understood even according to R’ Yehudah. According to the anonymous 
view in mishnah 10 which permits minchah-offerings at a bamah, our mishnah can refer to 
minchah-offerings (which are considered most holy) as well. 
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זבחים 
יד/ה 


Dip 


:יד אברהם 


this prohibition presupposes the exis- 
tence of a camp, without which one 
cannot be said to have violated the ban. 
Since there was no Israelite camp in 
existence during the fourteen-year period 
of the Gilgal Tabernacle, as the Jews had 
begun to disperse throughout the land, 
the ban against bamos was not then in 
effect!!! (Rambam Comm.; Rav). 

The Gemara (117b) cites an alternative 
Biblical allusion to the bamos permissi- 
bility of this period. In Deut. (12:8) 
Moshe warns the Jews that when they 
enter the land they are not to bring 
offerings as all that we do here today, 
every man what is right in his eyes. This 
can be interpreted in the following man- 
ner: [When you enter the land do not 
offer sacrifices] as all that we do here 
today [ie. both individual as well as 
communal sacrifices; rather] every man 
what is right in his eyes [ie only 
individual sacrifices, which a man brings 


because it is right in his eyes, ie, 
voluntarily]. When taken in this manner, 
this verse is in effect stating that when 
the Jews enter Eretz Yisrael, it will be 
permissible for them — temporarily, at 
any rate — to offer sacrifices in places 
where only individual sacrifices but not 
communal ones are permitted. Obvi- 
ously, the places referred to are not bona 
fide Sanctuaries, but private bamos, thus 
implying a period of private-bamah per- 
missibility [as well as the lack of a bona 
fide Sanctuary] (Rashi; Rashi to Deut. 
12:8). 


wp? DIK] WIR WIR —‏ 2 הַקָלָעִים; 
The most holy offerings were eaten‏ 
within the curtains; ;‏ 
[During this period of bamah permis-‏ 
sibility, the Altar at the Gilgal Tabernacle‏ 
had the halachic status of a major bamah‏ 
(see Seder Olam ch. 11, cited in Gem.‏ 
118b).] As noted in the introduction to‏ 


1. This explanation of Rambam is problematic. If the prohibition against bamos is in effect 
only as long as the Israelite camp exists, why did this restriction apply during the periods of 
Shiloh and the -Temple at Jerusalem when there was no Israelite camp in the literal sense? 
Apparently, we must say that even in the absence of the actual Israelite camp, the ban on 
bamos is in effect when there exists the halachic equivalent of the Israelite camp (see 


introduction and comm. further s.v. קלים‎ DWF). 


Conversely, we must conclude that whenever 


bamos were permitted, the halachic equivalent of the camp did not exist, since in Rambam’s 
view the lack of a ‘camp’ is the basis for the bamos permissibility. Indeed, Keren Orah (to Gem. 


117a) deduces as much from the Gemara (with 


out referring to Rambam). If so the question 


begs itself: Why did these halachic equivalents of the Israelite camp not exist during the 
periods of bamos permissibility? [The assumption (proposed by Keren Orah) that the 
equivalents depended on the existence of a bona fide Sanctuary [ie., a Camp for the 
Shechinah] and in absence of this — as in the periods of permissibility — they ceased to be, 
does not remedy the problem. Rambam seeks to give a reason for the permissibility of bamos, 
and stating that bamos were permitted because there was no camp, and that there was no 
camp because the bamos were permitted, is circular reasoning. | 

Perhaps Rambam’s explanation is not intended to be self-contained but is built upon the 


Biblical allusion cited by Rashi (see comm. f 


urther). However, Rambam felt that since the 


permissibility of bamos is not directly stated in the allusion but is merely assumed, it must be 
that the permit derives from the halachic framework of the ban on bamos itself. Thus, 
Scripture implies that bamos would become permitted upon entry into the land, which we 
attribute to the fact that the camp ceased to exist, both physically and halachically. Rashi, 
however, sees no need to seek an additional halachic framework to this Biblical allusion. The 
Torah simply decreed that in certain periods of Biblical history bamos would be permitted. 
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6. ] they came to Shiloh, the bamos were 


forbidden. There was no roof there, but a stone 


house beneath and a canopy of cloth above; and it was 
[the] resting place. The most holy offerings were eaten 
within the curtains; [and] the offerings of lesser holiness 
and maaser sheni, anywhere within sight. 


YAD AVRAHAM 


abandoned the Tabernacle of Shiloh 
[iw jaw [ויטש‎ (Psalms 78:60). Hence, 
the Sanctuary must have shared features 
of both a house and a tent — it was a 
stone house covered by a cloth canopy 
(Rav from Gem. 118a). 

Yerushalmi (Megillah 1:12) explains that 
the stone edifice consisted merely of a wall 
ten tefachim (handbreaths) high, and that 
the entire Tabernacle — beams, canopies, 
and all — was erected on top of the low stone 
wall"! [This would explain why the Tosefta 
(Sotah 3:1; cited in Gem. Sotah 9a) reports 
that the Tabernacle — its beams and all — 
was hidden when the First Temple was built 
by Solomon, implying that the beams were 
in use up to that point. However, the proof 
from this is inconclusive, since the beams 
may have been used for the Sanctuary at 
Nov and Giveon just prior to the erection of 
the Holy Temple (see comm. to mishnah 7).] 


and it was [the]‏ — וְהִיא TN‏ ,,מְנוּחָה." 
‘resting place.’‏ 

[As already mentioned, the conclusion 
of the period of bamah permissibility is 
predicated upon 1579615 arrival at מְנוּחָה‎ 
a resting place. The mishnah certifies 
that the establishment of the Sanctuary 
at Shiloh marked the beginning of the 
period of rest, and consequently the 
prohibition of bamos.] The Sanctuary at 
Shiloh is termed a resting place because 
it was a [stone] house [signifying stabil- 
ity] and because at this time the Jews no 
longer journeyed from place to place 
(Rambam Comm. ). 

The Sanctuary stood at Shiloh for 369 
years. This can be shown by the following: 
Scripture (I Kings 6:1) relates that King 
Solomon erected the Holy Temple 480 years 
after the Exodus from Egypt. From this 
figure we must subtract the 40 years of the 
sojourn in the desert, the 14 years of ‘con- 
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guest and apportionment’ during which the 
Mishkan was at Gilgal, and the 57 years 
interim between the destruction of Shiloh 
and the erection of the Temple in Jerusalem 
during which the Sanctuary was at Nov and 
at Giveon (see mishnah 7). Thus, the sum 
total of years not spent at Shiloh between the 
Exodus and the construction of the Holy 
Temple is 111 years. When this is subtracted 
from 480 we get the number 369 for the 
years of the Sanctuary at Shiloh (Tos. Yom 
Tov based on Gem. 118b and Seder Olam ch. 
11). 

[The view expressed in the mishnah — 
that the term ,מְנוּחָה‎ resting place, refers to 
Shiloh, and that during the Shiloh era bammos 
were forbidden — is not unanimous. The 
Gemara cites a baraisa in which R’ Shimon is 
reported to hold that both the term resting 
palce and its cognate — בַחֶלָה‎ inheritance — 
refer to Jerusalem. Consequently, the Shiloh 
era was one of bamah permissibility, and 
Shiloh itself had the status of only a major 
bamah.} 

— קָדְשִי קָרָשִים נְָאָכָלִים oI?‏ מן הַקְלָעִים; 


The most holy offerings were eaten 
within the curtains; 

[The Sanctuary at Shiloh was sur- 
rounded by curtains marking off its 
Courtyard, just as the Tabernacle in the 
desert. The consumption of the most 
holy offerings — chatas and asham — 
were restricted to this area, as in the 


Tabernacle and even at the communal 
bamah in Gilgal.] 


AN קָדָשִים קְלִים וּמַעָשֶר שנִי, בְּכֶל‎ — 
(and ] the offerings of lesser holiness and 
maaser sheni, anywhere within sight. 
[Le one may eat less holy offerings: 
only within the area from which the 
Sanctuary can be seen (see Gem. 118b). 
The area within sight of the Sanctuary 
corresponded to the Israelite camp of the 
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ov הַבָּמוּת. לא הָיָה‎ nox לְשילה,‎ IND [ו]‎ 
מִלְמַטָן‎ DIAN WW בַּיִת‎ NIK TPN 


זבחים 
יד/ו 


Wie TID, TT NT) ויריעות מִלְמֶעָלֶן:‎ 
mop הַקְלָעִים; קָדָשִים‎ ya DI? IN] WIP 


וּמַעָשָר שָנִי 23a‏ הָרואָה. 


:יד אברהם 


awa — [When] they came to‏ לְשילה, 
Shiloh,‏ 

After the fourteen years of conquest 
and apportionment, during which the 
Tabernacle stood in Gilgal, it was moved 
and established at Shiloh (see Joshua 18:1 
and Gem. 118b). Here it was erected as a 
stone structure, replacing the portable 
structure that had served during the 
wilderness and Gilgal years (see below). 

Shiloh was a city in the territory of 
Ephraim (Psalms 78:61,67). However, 
the Tabernacle itself stood on a land 
belonging to the tribe of Benjamin (Gem. 
118b; see Tevuous HaAretz cited in 
ArtScroll comm. to Joshua 18:1). The 
Gemara identifies Shiloh with nixn 
,שילה‎ Taanas Shiloh (Joshua 16:6), a city 
on the border of Ephraim.]} 


0x) — the bamos were forbid-‏ הַבָּמות. 
den.‏ 

The verse which serves as the basis for 
bamah permissibility (see comm. to mish- 
nah 5) explains the permission on the 
grounds that (Deut. 12:9): לא"בָאתֶם‎ "3 
monan Ox) ,עַד-ְעְתָּה אֶלדהַמְּנוּחָה‎ For you 
have not yet arrived at the resting place 
or the inheritance. The inference is 


6. 


thereby given that upon arriving at the 
‘resting place’, the permission would be 
lifted, and bamos would again be prohib- 
ited. The Mishkan at Shiloh is meant by 
the term מְנוּחָה‎ resting place, as the 
mishnah will state below, because during 
the Shiloh period the Jews were at rest, 
and did not continually move from place 
to place as in the desert (Rav, Rambam 
Comm. from Gem. 119a). 


max Sy ma אֶלָא‎ TPH BW לא הָיָה‎ 
soynbn מִלְמַטָן ויריעות‎ — There was no 
roof there, but a stone house beneath and 
a canopy of cloth above; 

Although the Sanctuary at Shiloh was 
a stone edifice, it was not roofed over 
with planks. Instead, cloth canopies were 
draped over the top of the edifice in place 
of a roof.) This may be deduced from 
the fact that on the one hand Scripture 
refers to the house at Shiloh, while other 
Scriptural allusions infer that a 
makeshift, tent-like structure, resembling 
the Tabernacle in the desert, stood at 
Shiloh. We are told that Chanah brought 
her son Samuel שלו‎ ‘1772, to the house 
of HASHEM at Shiloh (I Samuel 1:24), 
while elsewhere it is said that God 


1. Rambam (Beis HaBechirah 1:2) states that these were the same cloth canopies which 
covered the Tabernacle in the desert (see Exodus 26:1-14). Thus, these cloth canopies lasted, 
miraculously, for a very long time (the Mishkan was at Shiloh for 369 years; see further). In 
160810 to the wooden beams which formed the walls of the Tabernacle, the Gemara (Yoma 
72a) states that they are everlasting. The Tosefta (Sotah 13:1) reports that when the first 
Temple was built the ‘Tent of Meeting with its accesories was hidden.’ The term Tent of 
Meeting is understood by Reshis Bikkurim as referring to the cloth canopies, thus implying 
that they would be as everlasting as the beams. The term 571, tent, is consistently interpreted 
by Rashi as the layer of canopies covering the Tabernacle (see his comm. to Ex. 26:14). Chasdei 
David (to Tosefta Sotah) assumes that the Gemara’s statement about the lasting qualities of 
the beams refers to all the Tabernacle’s accessories which were hidden with it. 
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7( ] they came to Nov and to Giveon, the 


bamos were [again] permitted. The most holy 


YAD AVRAHAM 


would occasion a correspondingly temporary 
permission for bamos. This concept resolves 
a number of difficulties regarding sacrifices 
reported by Scripture to have been offered 
outside of Shiloh while the Sanctuary stood 
there. In Judges (2:6) we find the statement: 
And they called the name of the place 
Bochim and sacrificed there to HASHEM. Now 
this occurred after Joshua’s death, and we 
know that Joshua died twenty-eight years 
after the Jews entered Eretz Yisrael (Seder 
Olam ch. 22) — 1.6, fourteen years after the 
establishment of the Sanctuary at Shiloh. If 
so, it was prohibited to offer at a bamah in 
Bochim at this time. However, we find that 
before his death Joshua gathered the entire 
nation of Israel to Shechem ... and they 
stood before God (Josh. 24:1). The expression 
before God implies that the Holy Ark was 
brought to Shechem for the purpose of this 
assembly, consequently effecting a short 
period of bamah permissibility. The incident 
at Bochim occurred shortly after Joshua’s 
death as implied by the language of the verse 


(see Rashi there). Hence, one can postulate 
that the Holy Ark was still at Shechem, and 
that it was therefore still permitted to offer 
sacrifice at a bamah. 

There is yet another passage in Scripture 
which is explained by this concept. Scripture 
tells us that during the war which was waged 
by the Israelite tribes against the tribe of 
Benjamin they came to Beth El...and offered 
up olah and shelamim offerings before 
HASHEM (Judges 20:26). However, in the next 
verse (v.27) it is reported that, the Children of 
Israel inquired of HASHEM [by means of the 
Choshen Mishpat] and the Ark of God's 
covenant was there in those days. Again we 
find that offerings were sacrificed outside of 
Shiloh, but that it can be attributed to the 
fact that the Holy Ark was not present at the 
Sanctuary, so that bamos were permitted. 
Meshech Chochmah finds other Scriptural 
allusions to the fact that the Holy Ark was 
temporarily absent from the Sanctuary at 
Shiloh during that short period of Jewish 
history. 


7. 


Na — [When] they came to‏ 3127 וּלְגִבָעוּן, 
Nov and to Giveon,‏ 

When the Sanctuary at Shiloh was 
destroyed after it had stood for 369 years, 
a new Sanctuary was established first at 
Nov and later at Giveon. The Holy Ark 
had been removed from the Holy of 
Holies during a war with the Phillistines 
during which it was captured by the 
enemy. This led to the destruction of 
Shiloh (see I Samuel ch. 4). Later on we 
find the Sanctuary at Nov (I Samuel 
21:1). When that city was destroyed and 
the Kohanim massacred by Saul because 
they had harbored David when he was a 


fugitive from Saul, the Sanctuary was 


established at Giveon. [Both of these 
cities were in the territory of Benjamin; 
see Joshua 18:25 and Gem. 118b. It was at 
Giveon that King Solomon offered sacri- 
fices upon his inauguration, and Scrip- 
ture says regarding Giveon that it was 
the mia m3, the major bamah (I 
Kings 3:4).] The entire period during 
which Nov and Giveon served as the 


major bamos was 57 years (Rav, 
Rashi).™ 


The Holy Ark was returned by the 
Philistines after they had kept it for seven 
months. As noted above, the capture of the 
Ark coincided with the destruction of Shiloh. 
Upon its return the Holy Ark was kept at 


1. Seder Olam (ch. 13) defines this more exactly. On the day that the Philistines were 
victorious over the Jews and captured the Holy Ark, the bad news was brought to Eli the 
Kohen Gadol. Upon hearing about the tragedy Eli fell off his chair and broke his neck, and 
died (see ] Samuel 4:11-18). It was on that day that Shiloh was forsaken. The Sanctuary was 
then brought to Nov where it stood for 13 years. The last year of Nov and its destruction 
coincided with the last year of Saul’s reign, and the establishment of the Sanctuary at Giveon 
occurred in the first year of David's reign at Hebron. 
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[ז] בַא1 בָּאוּ an?‏ וּלְגְבְעון, nd‏ הַבָּמוּת. 


זבחים 
יד/ז 


יד אברהס 


desert and the city of Jersualem in the 
Temple era. The Gem. (118a,b) finds 
Biblical allusion upon which to base the 
definition of the area permitted for the 
consumption of less holy offerings and 
maaser sheni.] 

[The area within sight of the Mishkan 
corresponded to Jerusalem also in the matter 
of access to persons contaminated with the 
tumah of tzaraas. A metzora was excluded 
from this area just as he was excluded from 
Jerusalem and all walled cities (see Gem. 116b 
with Keren Orah). The Gemara (117a) con- 
cludes that there was also at Shiloh an area 
corresponding to the Levite camp (or the 
Temple Mount; see General Introduction 
section VII), which was off-limits to people 
tamei because of bodily emissions (zav, 
zavah, niddah, woman after childbirth, and 
man who had a seminal emission). However, 
the parameters of the area are not defined.] 

{[Maaser sheni, literally the second 
tithe, is a tithe on the agricultural pro- 
duce of Eretz Yisrael. After one separates 
from produce the first tithe — maaser 
rishon — which is given the Levites, he 
must separate a second tithe. On the first, 
second, fourth and fifth years of the 
seven-year Shemittah cycle, this tithe 
must be taken to Jerusalem and eaten 
there. It may also be redeemed for 
money, in which case the money is spent 
for the purchase of food to be eaten in 
Jerusalem. The Torah (Deut. 12:17) says 
in regard to this tithe: You may not eat in 
your cities the tithe of your grain, your 
wine, or your oil. The tithe separated in 
the third and sixth years is not referred to 
with the term maaser sheni. It is given to 
the poor and is therefore named מַעָשָר עָנִי‎ 
[maaser ani], tithe of the poor. The 
mishnah informs us here that the area 
around Shiloh which was in sight of its 
Sanctuary had the same status as 
Jerusalem in regard to the consumption 
of maaser sheni. | 

The previous mishnah did not delineate 
the law regarding maaser sheni. During the 
fourteen years of ‘conquest and apportion- 
ment' the obligation to separate terumah and 
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tithes was not yet in effect (Rav, Rambam 
Comm.; see Kesubos 25a, Sifri and Rashi to 
Numbers 15:18). 


>65 Separation of Ark from the Sanctuary 


Meshech Chachmah (to Deut. 12:8) intro- 
duces a novel concept to explain the differ- 
ence between the Sanctuaries at Shiloh and 
those at Gilgal, Nov, and Giveon in regard to 
the prohibition of bamos. Why were bamos 
prohibited during the Shiloh era, while they 
were permitted when the Sanctuary was at 
other sites? [Obviously, Meshech Chachmah 
does not want to ascribe the permission to 
mere Scriptural fiat, but strives to find a 
conceptual difference between the Sanctuar- 
ies to which the halachic difference regard- 
ing bamos can be ascribed.] 

The Tosefta (Korbanos 13:8) states: ‘Which 
is a major bamah during the period in which 
bamos are permissible? [I.e., which major 
bamah is not considered to be a bona fide 
Sanctuary, and therefore does not prohibit 
bamos.] The Tent of Meeting is pitched in its 
usual manner but the Ark is not situated in 
it’ [During the entire time that the Sanctuary 
was at Nov and Giveon the Holy Ark was 
first with the Philistines, later at Kiryas 
Ye’arim, the house of Oved Edom, and 
finally at ‘the City of David’ (see I Samuel 
6:1, 7:2, 1] Samuel 6:4-12).] 

A similar statement is made in Yerushalmi 
(Megillah 1:12). Thus, the Tosefta establishes 
the principle that the factor which distin- 
guishes a major bamah from a bona fide 
Sanctuary is the presence of the Holy Ark. 
[This principle does not, of course, pertain to 
the Holy Temple in Jerusalem which had 
bona fide Sanctuary status even after the 
Holy Ark was hidden in the days of King 
Yoshiyahu (see Yoma 52b).] At Gilgal, how- 
ever, even though the Ark was present, 
bamos were permitted because of the tran- 
sient circumstances of the entire nation 
during the period of conquest and apportion- 
ment. This is what Scripture alludes to when 
it explains the permissibility of bamos during 
the Gilgal period (Deut. 12:6): For you have 
not yet arrived at the resting place ... 
However, the reason for the permission of 
bamos in the post-Shiloh era, is due to the 
absence of the Holy Ark at Nov and Giveon.] 

Meshech Chochmah postulates that even a 
temporary removal of the Ark from Shiloh 
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offerings were eaten within the curtains; [and] offerings 


8 of lesser holiness in all the cities of Israel. 


8. [Weeel they came to Jerusalem, the bamos were 
[again] forbidden, and were never again 
permitted; and it was [the] inheritance. The most holy 


YAD AVRAHAM 


sheni here but it is subject to the same law as 
less holy offerings; it is eaten in all the cities 
of Israel. The command which forbids eating 
maaser sheni outside Jerusalem also includes 
a provision against eating offerings outside 
Jerusalem — You may not eat in your cities 
the tithe of your grain... and all your vows 
which you vow (i.e., offerings one is obli- 
gated to bring because of a vow). 

[The only most holy offerings which are 
eaten are the chatas and asham offerings, 
and one can bring these offerings only if one 
has committed a sin which requires them for 
atonement. Thus, the vows referred to in this 
verse must be offerings of lesser holiness.] 
The juxtaposition of tithes with less holy 
offerings allows us to draw halachic analo- 
gies between them based on the hermeneutic 
concept of wpm, analogy. Second tithes 
(maaser sheni) must be brought to Jerusalem 
only when less holy offerings are restricted 
to Jerusalem (or a central Sanctuary). During 
the period of bamah permissibility, when 
less holy offerings may be offered every- 
where, maaser sheni may also be eaten 
throughout the Land (Rav, Rambam 
Comm.). 

[The Gemara (119a) adduces a similar, but 
slightly different Scriptural analogy to serve 
as a basis for permitting maaser sheni to be 
eaten everywhere. The grain maaser is hala- 
chically likened to the animal maaser and 


[When] they came to‏ — בָּאוּ לִירוּשָלִים, 
Jerusalem‏ 

[When the Temple was built in the 
fourth year of King Solomon’s reign.] 


the‏ — נָאֶסְרוּ הַבָּמוּת, ולא הָיָה לָהֶם עור הֶתָּר; 
bamos were [again] forbidden, and were‏ 
never again permitted;‏ 


they are juxtaposed in the verse (Deut. 14:22) 
Awyn wy, you shall tithe... ; the repetition 
of the verb form עשר‎ alludes to two types of 
tithes (maaser) — animal and grain, thereby 
establishing an analogy (see Rashi and 
Bechoros 53b). From this is derived that just 
as the animal tithe — the maaser- offering — 
was not brought in the Nov and Giveon era 
(as will be explained below) — so too the 
obligation to bring maaser sheni (the grain 
tithe) to the city of the Sanctuary was not in 
effect during this period. 

The maaser-offering is an obligatory, not 
voluntary personal offering. Now there is a 
dispute among the Tannaim regarding 
which obligatory offerings may be offered at 
a major bamah such as Nov and Giveon. R’ 
Yehudah states that any obligatory offering 
is permitted at a major bamah,; the restriction 
against obligatory offerings is in effect only 
at minor bamos. R’ Shimon, however, holds 
that only obligations tied to a specific time — 
communal offerings such as the tamid, mus- 
saf and pesach offerings — were permitted 
at major bamos, thus excluding maaser- 
offerings (see Gem. 117a). The Gemara con- 
cludes that our mishnah reflects the view of 
R’ Shimon, but according to R’ Yehudah the 
maaser-offering and maaser sheni were 
brought to Nov and Giveon to be [sacrificed 
and] eaten there; the Gemara adduces a 
baraisa which states this explicitly!” 


3 


[Even when the Temple at Jerusalem 
was destroyed, bamos were never again 
permitted.] 


“n202,, וְהִיא הָיָתָה‎ — and it was [the] 
‘inheritance.’ 
The word 79n3, inheritance, in the 


verse (Deut. 12:5) providing for the 


1. Tosafos (119 s.v. ;באר‎ see also 60b, s.v. (מאי‎ argue that the status of maaser sheni should be 
fully analogous to the maaser-offering. Just as the latter must be separated (and thereby 
consecrated) even in the Nov and Giveon period, and must consequently be left to ‘graze until 
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OY‏ עור A‏ היא mmo, AND‏ 


יד אברהם 


Kiryas Ye’arim for twenty years (J Samuel 
7:2). The latter part of these twenty years 
coincided with the reign of Saul and David's 
seven year reign at Hebron (I] Samuel 5:4-5( 
After David’s conquest of Jerusalem he 
moved the Holy Ark from Kiryas Ye’arim to 
the ‘City of David’ (II Samuel 6:1-12). If we 
add the remaining 33 years of David's reign 
at Jerusalem to the 20 years of Kiryas 
Ye’arim, and the four years of Solomon’s 
reign until the completion of the Temple (I 
Kings 6:1), we get a total of 57 years (Tos. 
Yom Tov from Gem. 118b-119a). 

Rambam (Comm.) says that the Taberna- 
cle (of the desert) was now erected at Nov 
and later at Giveon. Rashi (Pesachim 38b s.v. 
nxt), however, says regarding Nov: ‘There 
was no Tabernacle there, only a stone edifice. 
The copper Altar (made in the desert) was 
established there. The Holy Ark, however, 
was not present there...’ Similarly, Rambam 
himself says in his Code (Beis HaBechirah 
1:2): ‘And they came to Nov and built a 
Sanctuary ...’ and they came to Giveon and 
built a Sanctuary there ... ‘ The Tosefta 
(Sotah 13:1, cited in Gem. Sotah 9a), which 
states that the Tabernacle was hidden when 
the Temple was built, indicates that until 
then (when the Sanctuary was at Nov and 
Giveon) the Tabernacle was in use. Tiferes 
Yisrael points out that Seder Olam (ch. 13; 
cited in Yalkut to 1 Samuel ch. 28) states that 
upon the establishment of the Sanctuary at 
Nov ‘they brought the Tent of Meeting to 
Nov.’ 


mind — the bamos were [again]‏ הַבָּמוּת. 
permitted.‏ 

The verse (Deut. 12:5) which provides 
for bamah permissibility in the Gilgal 
period says: For you have not as yet come 
to the resting place and the inheritance 

. thereby indicating that during the 
period of rest — ie., when the Sanctuary 
was at Shiloh — the bamos were prohib- 
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ited. The term resting place refers to 
Shiloh, as stated in mishnah 6, and the 
term inheritance to Jerusalem as stated in 
mishnah 8. Had the Gilgal period been 
the only time bamos were permitted, it 
would have been sufficient to refer to 
Shiloh. Le., the verse could have simply 
said: For you have not yet come to the 
resting place, ie., to Shiloh. The mention 
of inheritance — Jerusalem — implies 
yet another period of permissibility after 
Shiloh. This is the period of Nov and 
Giveon. Regarding this period Scripture 
says that you may offer sacrifice at 
bamos: For you have not yet come to the 
inheritance — 1.6 Jerusalem (Rav from 
Gem. 119a). 

DWI We —‏ נְאָכָלִים po me?‏ הַקְלָעִים; 
The most holy offerings were eaten‏ 
within the curtains;‏ 

Here too a curtained courtyard sur- 
rounded the Sanctuary. Most holy offer- 
ings were restricted to the major bamah, 
ie., the altar at Nov and Giveon, and 
their consumption was therefore limited 
to the Courtyard around that Altar, as 
explained in mishnah 5.] 


Seqw vy קְרְשִים קלים בְּכָל‎ — [and] 
offerings of lesser holiness in all the 
cities of Israel. 

[Le., throughout Eretz Yisrael,] since 
wherever one was, he was permitted to 
erect a bamah and offer a sacrifice upon 
it (Rashi). In speaking of the period of 
bamah permissibility at the time of 
Gilgal (mishnah 5), the mishnah does not 
mention cities, because at that time the 
Jews did not yet have cities; they were 
still in the process of conquering them 
(Rambam Comm.). 

The mishnah does not mention maaser 
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offerings are eaten within the curtains; [and] the 


9 offerings of lesser holiness and maaser sheni, within the 
wall [surrounding Jerusalem]. 


9. ll offerings which were consecrated during a 

period of bamah prohibition, and which were 
offered outside during a period of bamah prohibition, 
are subject to a positive commandment and a negative 
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a reconsecration of the site, [and regarding 
whether persons who are tamei may enter 
the site today. ]”! 


OWI] Wiz —‏ נָאָכָלִים ON?‏ מִן הַקָלָעִים; 
The most holy offerings are eaten within‏ 
the curtains;‏ 

Le., within the walls surrounding the 
Courtyard (Rambam Comm.; see comm. 


to 5:3). 


D> DWI? —‏ וּמַעָשָר שָנִי, לִפְנִים מן הַחוּמָה. 
[and] the offerings of lesser holiness and‏ 
maaser sheni, within the wall [surround-‏ 
ing Jerusalem].‏ 

[This is analogous to the term 
throughout the city used above in chap- 
ter 5.] 


0 


Ma VOX nywa כָּל הַקָדָשִים שָהקדִּישָן‎ 
בחוּץ, הָרִי‎ nina WON nywa 127027) 
mvya אֶלוּ‎ — All offerings which were 
consecrated during a period of bamah 
prohibition, and which were offered 
outside during a period of bamah prohi- 
bition, are subject to a positive com- 
mandment 

In reference to the place which 
HASHEM will select, the Torah (Deut. 
12:6) states: עלתִיכֶם‎ AW ONKaq, and 
you shall bring there your olah offerings 


. implying that one may not bring 
offerings to any other altar. Accordingly, 
one who offers up his sacrifice elsewhere 
violates this positive commandment 
[since a negative commandment implicit 
in a positive commandment is classified 
as a positive commandment] (Rav, Ram- 
bam Comm.). Alternatively, the positive 
commandment involved is (Lev. 17:5): 
. .. DEPOT בְּנִי יִשְרְאַל אֶת‎ INI? WR לְמָעַן‎ 
... מוּעָד‎ Sax וְהָבִיאָם לָה' אֶל-פָּתַח‎ — so 
that the Children of Israel bring their 


1. Perhaps Rambam, too, follows this view. In his formulation of the law concerning bamos 
today (Beis HaBechirah 1:3), he makes no mention of the everlasting sanctity of the Temple 
site, but says merely: ‘As soon as the Temple was built at Jerusalem all other sites were 
forbidden in regard to building a House to God on them and offering up sacrifices in them.’ 
[Rambam goes on to cite Scriptural verses as the basis for this concept.] Only further (6:15-16), 
when he discusses the propriety of bringing a sacrifice today on the Temple site, does he refer 
to the eternal sanctity of the Temple site and Jerusalem, basing this on the argument that ‘the 
Shechinah can never be nullified.’ 

Surely this view is shared by Ravad who argues (loc. cit.) that ‘Ezra knew that the Temple 
and Jerusalem would again be consecrated with eternal sanctity (in the days of the Messiah) 
through the glory of HASHEM, forever. [Therefore Ezra made his consecration conditional 
upon the existence of the Temple.]’ Nevertheless, Ravad does not dispute Rambam’s earlier 
tuling, and that of our mishnah, that bamos are forbidden today, making it clear that the 
perpetual prohibition of bamos following the construction of the Temple in Jerusalem is not 
dependent on the continued consecration of the site. 


[371] THE MISHNAH / ZEVACHIM — Chapter Fourteen: Paras Chatas 


OI? OPIN] WIR WIP‏ מן הַקְלָעִים; קָדָשים 
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OX [ט] בָּל הַקְדָשִים שָהִקְדִּישַן בְּשְעַת‎ 
nina WOX Nywa Ja pA) בָּמות,‎ 
Tey PRO Avy וְלא‎ Mwy PRIN 


יד אברהם 


permission for bamos at Gilgal, Nov, and 
Giveon, and implying a subsequent ban 
on them, refers to the Temple at 
Jerusalem. Thus, the Torah implies that 
upon coming to the inheritance — the 
Temple at Jerusalem — bamos will be 
prohibited (Rav). 

The Temple at Jerusalem is called 
‘inheritance’ because of its permanent 
holiness and its everlasting existence [as 
the only place for the offering service]. 
Regarding it the prophet says (Psalms 
94:14); ay? לא‎ ing, nor will He 
forsake His inheritance [ie., Jerusalem]. 
“The prophet had already said that God 
has chosen Jerusalem as [the place] for 
His Divine Presence and selected Israel as 
His chosen people. To this the prophet 
now assures Israel that HaSHEM will 
never cast off the nation which he has 
chosen as His people, nor the site He has 
selected for His Temple. This is [the 
thrust of] the verses: (Psalms 132:13): 
לו‎ awind FRX ,בִּיבָחַר הי בְּצִיון‎ For HASHEM 
selected Zion, He desired it as His 
dwelling place; and (Psalms 135:4): ~"3 
לְסְגְלְתו‎ Sxqw? m בָּחַר לו‎ apy2, For God 
has selected Jacob as His, Israel as His 
treasure; and (Psalms 94:14): wo כִּי לא‎ 
ary? לא‎ inna ,ה' עמו‎ For HASHEM will 
not cast off His people, nor will He 
forsake His inheritance ]1.6., the Temple 


blemished’ and only then slaughtered and eaten, 


at Jerusalem]. Moreover, God has already 
proclaimed the everlasting sanctity of the 
Temple site and said (Psalms 132:14): 
,זאֶת-מְנוּחָתִי עָדִידעָד‎ This is my resting 
place forever...” (Rambam Comm.,; see 
Rashash to 119a). 


The Gemara (Megillah 10a; see also Ze- 
vachim 107b) seems to imply that the eternal 
ban against bamos after the Temple was 
established at Jerusalem is predicated on the 
sanctity of the Temple site. Consequently, if 
one asserts that the sanctification of the site 
by David (and later by Ezra) was conditional 
upon the existence of the Temple [7/7 
xay pny? לְָשָעַתָהּ )89 קְרְשָהּ‎ AWIP [רַאשונָה‎ 
then one must also hold that upon the 
destruction of the Temple and cessation of its 
sanctity, bamos were again permitted. Hence, 
our mishnah reflects the view that David's 
consecration was forever, and that the site 
retains its sanctity even after the Temple's 
destruction. 


R’ Chaim Kohen (cited in Tos. to Megillah 
10a, s.v. (מאי‎ asserts that the ban on bamos is 
independent of the sanctity of the Temple 
site. Rather it derives from the term 7291, 
inheritance, which Scripture attaches to 
Jerusalem, which indicates an enternal ban 
on bamos from the moment the Temple was 
built in Jerusalem. The question of whether 
the Temple site still retains its sanctity has 
relevance only to the question of whether 
offerings may be brought at the Temple site 
(after an altar has been set up there) without 


so it should be with maaser sheni — it should 


be separated, and in the absence of a place where it can be eaten, it should be left to rot (the rule 


which is operative nowadays for this tithe). Tosafos remark that some versions of the mishnah 
state clearly that in the Nov and Giveon period the maaser sheni was eaten in all the cities of 
Israel. They conclude, however, that if the correct version is to delete the mention of maaser 
sheni here (as in our version of the text), then the obligation to separate maaser sheni was 
indeed in effect during this period; thus, it was separated but not eaten. 
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commandment, and one incurs kares on their account. 


9 [If] they were consecrated during a period of bamah 
permissibility but they were offered up during a period 
of bamah prohibition, they are subject to a positive 
commandment and a negative commandment, but one 
does not incur kares on their account. [If] one conse- 
crated them during a period of bamah prohibition, but 
offered them during a period of bamah permissibility, 
they are subject to a positive commandment, but are not 
subject to a negative commandment. 
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[and they shall bring them to HASHEM... (v. 
5)] and a negative commandment [and they 
shall no longer slaughter their sacrifices ... 
(v. 7)] against slaughtering offerings outside, 
refer also to offerings consecrated during a 
period of bamah permissibility. Lest one 
think that these offerings are now to be put 
into the category of offerings consecrated 
during the period of bamah prohibition and 
therefore be also liable to kares, the Torah (v. 
7) concludes: on47? עולֶם תִּהְיְה-זּאת לָהֶם‎ npn, 
An eternal statute shall this be for them for 
their generations. The exclusionary term NX}, 
this, is understood as referring to the positive 
and-negative commandment stated in the 
context of offerings consecrated during the 
period of bamah permissibility. This -- 
the negative and positive commandment — 
shall be for them, but not the kares punish- 
ment mentioned earlier in the context of an 
offering both consecrated and offered during 
bamah prohibition (Gem. 106b with Rashi; 
cited by Tos. Yom Tov). 


NYW2 JI PT בָּמות,‎ WOX nywa הַקְדִּישָן‎ 
myya wx 7 nina הַתָּר‎ — [If] one 
consecrated them during a period of 


bamah prohibition, but offered them 
during a period of bamah permissibility, 
they are subject to a positive command- 
ment, 

As soon as the offering was conse- 
crated it became subject to the positive 
commandment (Lev. 17:5): And they 
shall bring them to HASHEM [ in the 
Sanctuary]. From the moment the bamos 
became permitted and the bona fide 
Sanctuary no longer existed, it became 
impossible to fulfill this commandment, 
and one has thus passively violated the 
commandment by delaying his offering 
until there is no longer a proper Sanctu- 
ary to which to bring it (Rav, Rashi). 
[As explained above, a period of bamah 
permissibility is synonymous with the 
absence of a proper Sanctuary and results 
from it.] 


wyn בְּלא‎ oa pri — but are not subject 
to a negative commandment. 

(The status of bamos at the time of 
consecration is not relevant to the viola- 


bases his choice of this verse as the positive commandment for the ban on bamos on Sifrei (to 
Deut. 12:14). It is noteworthy that in Maaseh HaKorbanos (14:13) the verse in Deut. 12:6 is 
cited by Rambam (following Sifrei and Rosh Hashanah 6a) as the basis for the obligation to 
bring a consecrated offering on the first festival. Perhaps this was a contributing factor to 
Rambam’s change of verses. 


1. Rashash and Sfas Emes argue that one fulfills the mitzvah to bring [an offering] to HASHEM 
to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting even at a major bamah such as Gilgal, Nov and Giveon. 
Hence, one violates the positive commandment only when one actually offers the animal ג‎ 8 
minor bamah. [Sfas Emes also asserts that Rambam's Commentary reflects this view, but this 
is based on a fine point in the language of the Commentary, which is not carried in the Kafich 
edition (see there).] Thus, one has not violated the commandment by merely leaving the 
animal unoffered until the bamah permissibility has taken effect. Only when one slaughters 
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כָּרַת. הקְדִּישָן WAT nywa‏ בָּמות, וְהַקְרִיבָן nywa‏ 
TOK‏ בָּמות, הָרִי Wx‏ בַּעָשָה וְלא תַעָשָה, PS)‏ 


זבחים 
יד/ט 


nina WOK בַּשְעַת‎ WPT כָּרַת.‎ wey pwn 
וְאִין‎ nya dx “Nina INT nywa PM 


בְּהֶם בְּלא תַעָשָה. 


יד אברהס 


sacrifices ... and bring them to HASHEM 
to the entrance of the Tent of Meeting... 
(Rav, Rashi). 


myn ולא‎ —and a negative command- 
ment, 

The Torah (Deut. 12:13) warns: השָמָר‎ 
AYN AWE בְּכֶל"מְקוּם‎ AY M21 ל‎ 
Beware lest you offer up your olah 
offerings at any place you see [fit]. There 
is a general rule that wherever the term 
beware (הַשָמָר)‎ is used, the verse is 
regarded as a negative commandment 
(Rav, Rambam Comm. from Gem. 106a). 
[Accordingly, one who transgresses is 
liable to lashes (in addition to kares); see 
prefatory remarks to ch. 13.] 

Sifrei (to Deut. 12:14; cited by Rambam 
Sefer HaMitzvos Lo Saaseh 89) adduces 
Biblical inferences that the negative com- 
mandment includes all offerings, and not 
only the olah offerings it mentions explicitly. 


73 wey pawn) — and one incurs kares 
on their account. . 

[The Torah specifies kares both for 
slaughtering and offering up (ie., burn- 
ing on the altar) sacrifices outside the 
Temple or the Sanctuary of Shiloh (see 
Lev. 17:3-4, 8-9).] 


nywa 12777) בָּמוּת,‎ Ti nywa הקדּישָן‎ 
Ps) תַעָשָה;‎ x9) Miya 19K הָרִי‎ NIN? אסור‎ 
> wry pan — [If] they were conse- 
crated during a period of bamah permis- 
sibility, but they were offered up during 
a period of bamah prohibition, they are 


subject to a positive commandment and 
a negative commandment, but one does 
not incur kares on their account. 

One is not liable to kares for offering 
up ‘outside’ an offering for which one 
would not have been liable if one had 
offered it up at the time of its consecra- 
tion (Rav, Rambam Comm. ). [Therefore, 
if an offering was consecrated when 
bamos were permitted, there is no kares 
liability for offering it up after bamos 
were again prohibited.] 

The initial verse which prohibits slaugh- 
tering an offering ‘outside’ and the following 
verses which state kares as the punishment 
for violation of the ban (Lev. 17:3-4) are 
assumed to refer to offerings consecrated and 
slaughtered during the period of bamah 
prohibition. As long as there are no Biblical 
inferences to include even animals conse- 
crated during the period of bamah permissi- 
bility, we must assume that these are not 
included. 


The following verse (v. 5), however, con- 
tains an allusion to offerings consecrated 
prior to the prohibition: 732 יָבִיאוּ‎ WW yn? 
זבְחִים עַלפָנִי הַשָרָה‎ OF WK אֶת -זַבְחִיהֶם‎ WNW? 
מועד‎ Sax mop-dx ‘m2 ההְהָבִיאָם‎ So that the 
Children of Israel bring their sacrifices, 
which they [would] slaughter on the open 
field, and they shall bring them to HASHEM, to 
the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. The 
phrase which they [would] slaughter is un- 
derstood to refer to those animals already 
designated and consecrated (prior to the ban) 
to be slaughtered as offerings. Thus, verses 
5-7 which contain a positive commandment 


1. Sifra to Lev. 17:5 states that the verse indicated by Rashi serves as a positive commandment 
banning bamos. Sifrei to Deut. 12:6 understands the verse by Rav and Rambam to serve as the 
source for the obligation to bring a consecrated offering on the first festival to occur after its 
consecration (see also Rosh Hashanah 6a). Rambam himself, in his Code (Maaseh HaKorbanos 
18:1) cites another verse — (Deut. 12:14): "33% WK So nwyn ow)... 7 כִּי ֶַם"בַּמֶקוּם אַשָרדיִבְּחַר‎ 
,מְצוָּבָּ‎ Only in the place that HASHEM will select... and there shall you do all [the offerings] 
that I command you. As he explains in his Sefer HaMitzvos (Mitzvos Asseh 84), Rambam 
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10. | hese are the offerings that must be offered at the 
~~ Tabernacle: Offerings which were consecrated 


for the Tabernacle — communal sacrifices — must be 
offered at the Tabernacle, while an individual’s offer- 
ings [may be offered] at a [minor] bamah. An 
individual’s offerings which were consecrated for the 
Tabernacle must be offered at the Tabernacle; but if he 
offered them at a [minor] bamah, he is not liable. 
What are [the differences between] a private bamah 


YAD AVRAHAM 


offerings consecrated for the Tabernacle is 
merely a description of communal offerings. 
It is not clear, therefore, what point is being 
added with this phrase. It may perhaps be 
intended only to establish a symmetry with 
the next part of the mishnah which differen- 
tiates in regard to an individual's offering on 
the basis of whether it was intended for the 
Tabernacle. 

Rambam (Comm. ) understands this phrase 
as an independent clause. These are the 
offerings that must be offered at the Taber- 
nacle — offerings which were consecrated 
[expressly to be offered] at the Tabernacle 
{not at a minor bamah]. The next clause in 
the mishnah delineates the difference be- 
tween communal and individual offerings. 
Communal offerings [too] must be offered at 
a major bamah [regardless of the intent had 
at the time of their consecration] and individ- 
ual offerings at a [minor] bamah. 

[Probably, Rashi rejected this intepretation 
because this point of law is stated again 
further in the mishnah. According to Ram- 
bam, the mishnah below elaborates further 
on what is said here.] 


9923 PN וְהַרְבָּנוּת‎ — while an individ- 
ual's offerings [may be offered] at a 
[minor] bamah. 

16. personal offerings which were 
consecrated without any indication 
about where to offer them, can be 
considered to have been consecrated to be 
offered at a minor bamah (Rav, Rashi). 

[It stands to reason that personal offerings, 
even if consecrated expressly for a minor 
bamah, may be offered at a major bamah. 
Therefore we have interpreted the mishnah 
as saying that such offerings may be offered 
at minor bamos. | 


[375] 


wa? שֶהֶקְרָּשוּ‎ Pay קְרְבְּנוות‎ - An 
individual's offerings which were conse- 
crated for the Tabernacle 

Le., at the consecration an expression 
of intent to offer the animals at the 
Tabernacle was made (Rav, Rashi). 


must be offered at the‏ — ?1297 בַּמְּשֶכֶּן 
Tabernacle;‏ 

[Any oral expression to perform a 
meritorious deed (mitzvah), especially if 
it concerns an intent to bring an offering, 
is treated as a vow.] The consecrator, 
therefore, has an obligation to fulfill his 
vow to sacrifice the offering at the 
Tabernacle, just as one is obligated to 
fulfill all his vows (Rav, Rashi). 


JQ PT ON) — but if he‏ בְּבָמָה, פָּטוּר. 
offered them at a [minor] bamah, he is‏ 
not liable.‏ 

He is not liable to kares, and has not 
transgressed the negative and positive 
commandments regarding offering out- 
side the main altar. These are not aplica- 
ble during periods of bamah permissibil- 
ity regardless of any vow made (Rav, 
Rashi). [He has, however, violated his 
vow.]| 


Pay לָבָמַת‎ TM בָּמַת‎ pa mm — What are 
[the differences between] a private ba- 
mah and a communal bamah? 

16, a minor bamah and 8 major 
bamah such as those at Gilgal, Nov and 
Giveon (Rav). 

[There are other differences between 
communal and individual bamos besides 
those which will be listed here. Accord- 
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זבחים 
יך/וּ 


ניז אֶל1 קָרָשים wna mR‏ קָדֶשים 

nia - wa? WIT‏ הַצְבּוּר 
VW NIDA }3W3 PAW -‏ בְּבָמָה. קַרְבְּנוּת 
IP? Jawa? WIPTY TIA‏ בַּמְּשָכֶּן DN)‏ 


הקְרִיבָן 79323 pam AWS‏ בָּמַת יָחִיר לְבָמַת 


PAIN יד‎ 


tion of the negative commandment; only 
its status at the time of the violation. The 
permission to bring offerings at bamos 
during the periods of Gilgal, Nov and 
Giveon, applies to all offerings, whether 
consecrated prior to the onset of the 


permissibility or subsequent to it. Thus, 
the negative commandment is not vio- 
lated when a previously consecrated 
offering is offered up after bamah per- 
missibility has gone into effect.] 


10. 


These are the‏ — אֶלו WIP DWAR‏ בַּמּשְבֶּן: 
offerings that must be offered at the‏ 
Tabernacle:‏ 

During the periods of bamah permis- 
sibility, when the Tabernacle stood at 
Gilgal, Nov, and Giveon (see mishnah 
5,7), certain offerings nevertheless had to 
be brought to the Tabernacle [which in 
these periods had the status of only a 
major bamah, not a Sanctuary Altar]. 
The mishnah will now list the offerings 
subject to this stricture (Rav, Rashi). 


- הַצְבּוּר‎ nua? - WH? WIPTY OWI 
בַּמשְכֶּן‎ pri — Offerings which were 
consecrated for the Tabernacle — com- 
munal sacrifices — must be offered at 


the Tabernacle, 

Le, the type’ of offering which one 
would logically assume had been conse- 
crated with the intent that it be offered at 
the major (communal) bamah, — viz., 
communal offerings (Rav, Rashi). 

Sifrei (to Deut. 12:8) derives this from 
the word wx, lit. א‎ man, which is stated 
in the context of bamah permissibility. 
Le., only a man, an individual, may offer 
a sacrifice at a minor bamah, not the 
community. 

According to this interpretation the intent 
of the consecration plays no actual role in the 
determination of the law. The point made by 
the mishnah is that communal offerings may 
not be offered at minor bamos. The phrase 


the offering at a minor bamah has he transgressed it. 

The Gemara (119b) clearly indicates that the terms ה'‎ 1p, before HASHEM, and מועַד‎ Dax, 
Tent of Meeting, are applicable to the Sanctuaries which served as major bamos, as well as to 
the Sanctuary at Shiloh and the Temple at Jerusalem. It is because of this that strictures 
pertaining to the avodah, such as Kehunah, sacred vessels, etc., applied at a major bamah, as 


stated in mishnah 10. 


Keren Orah (to 116b) infers from Rambam’s words in his Code (Beis H aBechirah 1:1-3) that 


with the establishment of a major bamah Israe 


1 fulfills the commandment to build a Sanctuary 


(Ex. 25:8). Furthermore, he deduces that the mitzvah to make a pilgrimage three times a year 


to be seen before the 


Master HASHEM (Ex. 23:17) was in effect during 


the period of 


permissibility for bamos, when there was a Sanctuary at Gilgal, Nov, and Giveon. If so, one 
should also be able to fulfill the commandment to bring an offering to HASHEM by offering it 
at a major bamah. The statement (Gem. 118b): ‘In three places did the Shechinah rest amidst 
Israel, at Shiloh, Nov and Giveon, and the Eternal Temple, can perhaps be cited in support of 


this position. 


Regarding the tri-yearly pilgrimage to Shiloh, Gilgal, Nov, and Giveon, see at length 
Nachalas Shimon by R’ Shimon Krazner — I Samuel pp. 17-24). 
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and a communal bamah? Leaning, slaughter [in the] 
north, application of [the blood] all around [the altar], 


tenufah, and bringing near — R’ Yehudah says: 
Minchah-offerings are not [brought] at a bamah — and 


YAD AVRAHAM 


[Some animals and minchah-offerings 
also had to undergo a ritual of waving (see 
above, mishnah 3, s.v. .(והמניף‎ The mishnah 
cannot be referring to that ritual of waving 
because it is practiced only for obligatory 
offerings, which can never be brought at a 
private bamah in any case. Rather, the 
mishnah refers to the portion given the 
Kohanim from the shelamim — the breast 
and the thigh. The mishnah informs us that 
at a private bamah the breast and thigh are 
not waved. Probably this means that these 
parts were not given to the Kohanim at all 
from offerings brought at a private bamah. 
Indeed, the Gemara (119b) cites a baraisa 
which states explictly that the obligation to 
give these portions to the Kohanim does not 
apply to private bamos. Rashi cites as the 
basis for this ruling the fact that the ritual of 
tenufah does not apply to private bamos. 

Alternatively, since the Kohanim’s portion 
was waved together with the emurin of the 
shelamim, it could have been thought that 
even though the obligation to give the 
Kohanim their portion does not apply at a 
private bamah, one should nevertheless wave 
the emurin. To this the mishnah states that 
the ritual of tenufah is not practiced at a 


bamah. } 


-- mwain — bringing near — 
[Minchah-offerings must be brought 
near to the southwestern corner of the 
Altar subsequent to being placed in a 
sacred vessel (see comm. to 6:2).] Regard- 
ing minchah-offerings the Torah says 
(Lev. 2:8):...and he shall bring it close.to 


the Altar, implying that this is not done 
at a private bamah (Rav, Rambam 
Comm. from Gem. 119b). 

The cited Scriptural proof is puzzling. 
How does this verse prove that the ritual of 
‘bringing near’ is not applicable to a private 
bamah? It is probably due to this difficulty 
that Rashi emends the Gemara so that the 
cited verse reads (Lev. 6:7) ... the Children of 
Aaron shall bring it [the minchah-offering] 
near before HASHEM ... The phrase before 
HASHEM excludes private bamos. 


- 7922 מִנְחָה‎ PR NIN ATT רַבִּי‎ - R’ 
Yehudah says: Minchah-offerings are 
not [brought] at a bamah — 

One of the verses which sets forth the 
prohibition of bamos states (Lev. 17:5): So 
that they bring their sacrifices which 
they [would] slaughter upon the open 
field, and bring them to HASHEM.. ְזָבְחוּ.‎ 
אותֶם‎ ‘72 on>w nat, and they shall 
sacrifice them as shelamim sacrifices to 
HASHEM. The Gemara (106b) under- 
stands that the phrase which they 
[would] slaughter upon the open field 
refers to offerings consecrated prior to 
the ban on bamos, 16, the offerings 
which they would have been justified to 
slaughter on the open field (see comm. to 
mishnah 9 s.v. .(הקדישן בשעת התר‎ Thus, 
the permissibility of bamos during cer- 
tain periods is hinted at here, while it is 
clear from the context that only animal 
offerings are meant. The superfluous 


shelamim offerings (Lev. 23:20): תְנוּפָה 7352 ה'‎ ODT ONd Sy ,וְהָנִיף הַבְּהֶן אֶתֶם‎ and it merely 
omits the segment from עַל‎ to תָנוּפָה‎ which is irrelevant to the point being made (see references 
to similar telescoping of verses in Tos., Shabbos 1288, s.v. .(ונתן‎ If so the mishnah speaks about 
the waving performed with certain obligatory offerings. This presents a difficulty, because as 
already pointed out, obligatory offerings are not brought at private bamos at all. 

Dikdukei Sofrim reports that some manuscript editions and Yalkut have TDN PAK וְהַנִיף‎ 
‘7492. This verse in Lev. 9:21 refers to the waving of the Kohanim’s portion by Aaron, and 
bears out the supposition made in the commentary. We have explained the mishnah as 
referring to the waving of the Kohanim’s portion and have cited the verse which serves as the 
basis for the law as reproduced by Rav and Rambam, on the assumption that this was how 
their texts of the Gemara read, and that their text had a more correct reading than our editions. 
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צבּוּר? סְמִיכָה, וּשְחִיטַת yA py‏ סָבִיב, 
וּתְנוּפָה, TWAT‏ - רַבִּי TWA‏ אומָר: PS‏ מִנְחָה 


זבחים 
יך/י 


יד אברהם 


ing to most Tannaim, many personal 
obligatory offerings not permitted at a 
private bamah may be offered at the 
commnal bamah (see Gem. 117a). And of 
course communal offerings may not be 
offered at private bamos, as stated earlier. 
The mishnah here lists only the differ- 
ences concerning the avodah iself.] 


Leaning,‏ — סְמִיכָה, 

[Preparatory to slaughtering any per- 
sonal offering, the owner must lean on 
the animal’s head ‘with all his might] 
The rite of semichah [leaning], is men- 
tioned in the context of before HASHEM. 
The Torah says (regarding an olah offer- 
ing — Lev. 1:3-4): ... he is to bring it... 
before HAsSHEM. And he shall lean his 
hands upon the head of the olah offering 
_.. The inference is that the obligation to 
lean is in effect only before HASHEM, ie., 
at the Tabernacles, major bamos and 
Temple, and not at minor bamos (Rav 
from Gem. 119b). 


ey nvnwi — slaughter [in the] north, 
[Most holy offerings have to be 
slaughtered in the area north of the Altar 
(see mishnah 5:1-5).] The stipulation that 
the slaughter take place in the north 
includes the phrase before HASHEM. The 
Torah (Lev. 1:11; see also 6:18) says 
regarding the olah offering: He shall 
slaughter it at the northern side of the 
Altar before HASHEM, implying that the 
insistence upon the northern side is 
relevant only before HASHEM, and not at 
a minor bamah (Rav from Gem. 119b). 
[Not all most holy offerings were permit- 
ted at minor bamos. Chatas and asham 
offerings are exclusively obligatory offerings 
and are therefore not permitted at minor 


bamos. Olah offerings, however, can be both 
obligatory and voluntary, and if voluntary, 
may be offered at private bamos. If they are 
offered at a bamah, they need not be 
slaughtered in the north, nor need their blood 
be applied all around (see further).] 


[N21 — application [of the blood]‏ סָבִיב, 
all around [the altar],‏ 

The Torah stipulates that the blood of 
the olah, asham, shelamim and todah 
offerings be thrown all around the Altar. 
This is understood to mean that the 
blood is thrown one time to each of two 
opposite corners — the northeastern and 
southwestern — of the Altar. Because the 
blood spreads to both sides of the corner, 
so that in effect it splatters over four sides 
of the Altar, the blood is considered to 
have been applied all around (see comm. 
to 5:4).] The blood of offerings sacrificed 
at a private bamah does not need two 
applications (Rav, Rashi); [one applica- 
tion suffices.] One of the verses which 
state the provision to apply the blood all 
around (Lev. 1:5) concludes with the 
following identification of the Altar: 
which is at the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting, thus making clear that it refers 
to the Altar in the Tabernacle (or Tem- 
ple), and by extension the Altar at 
communal bamos (Rashi to Gem. 119b). 


tenufah,‏ — וּתְנוּפָה, 

Le., waving the breast and thigh of the 
shelamim. The phrase תְנוּפָה 7359 הי‎ a 
waving before HASHEM, is stated many 
times in the Torah (Rav, Rambam 
Comm. from Gem. 119b) [implying that 
this rite is not to be practiced at a private 
bamah, but only before HASHEM at the 
Tabernacle (or communal bamah)]"! 


1. The phrase הַתְנוּפָה 7357 ה'‎ a waving before HASHEM, occurs in the Torah seven times in 


regard to the portion of the Kohanim (Ex. 29:2 


A, 26; Lev. 7:30; 8:27, 29; 9:21; 10:15), and three 


times in regard to obligatory offerings. Our versions of the Gemara (119b) cite the following 
verse fragment as the basis for the law stated here: 719399 הַבְּהן‎ 4737) — which is not a Biblical 
verse at all. It may, however, be that the Gemara refers to the verse in regard to communal 
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Kehunah, sacred vestments, sacred vessels, a pleasing 
aroma, a separation regarding blood, and washing the 


hands and feet. But [the disqualification due to] time 


YAD AVRAHAM 


be performed with non-sacred vessels.] In 
regard to the sacred vessels the Torah 
(Numbers 4:12) says: ... with which they 
are to serve in the wp, Sanctuary, 
thereby excluding private bamos from 
this stricture (Rav from Gem. 119b). 


a pleasing aroma,‏ — וְרִיחַ נִיחוּחַ, 

[The phrase נִיחוח‎ 979, pleasing aroma, 
recurs frequently in the Torah’s descrip- 
tion of the offerings. The mishnah (4:6) 
lists aroma as one of the six things for 
whose sake a sacrifice is slaughtered, and 
this is understood by the Gem. (46b) as 
prohibiting the Kohanim from roasting 
the meat (of an olah) prior to burning it 
upon the Altar. The mishnah tells us that 
this restriction does not apply to a private 
bamah. The term pleasing aroma always 
occurs in conjunction with the word 
HASHEM — ‘72 נִיחוּחַ‎ O79 (see eg. Lev. 
1:9) — thereby excluding private bamos 
from this requirement (Rav, from Rashi 
and Gem. 119b). 


a separation regarding‏ — וּמְחִיצָה בַדָּמִים, 
blood,‏ 

The blood of most offerings — olah, 
asham, shelamim, todah,  bechor, 
maaser, pesach and bird chatas — was 
thrown or applied to the lower half of the 
Altar, while that of the animal chatas 
and bird olah were applied to the upper 
half of the Altar (see 5:3, 6:2). The Altar 
was marked at its midpoint to distin- 
guish between the top and bottom halves 
of the Altar. The portable Altar used in 
the desert (and until the days of King 
Solomon; see ] Kings 8:64) was divided 
by a decorative metal mesh (see Ex. 27:5), 
while the stone Altar in the Temple was 
circled by a line of red paint at its 
midpoint.] An altar used as a private 
bamah was not required to be marked. 

The requirement to make the mesh is 
stated in regard to the Altar in the 
Tabernacle (Ex. 27:5): ... and the mesh 


]379[ 


shall extend to the middle of the Altar 
(Rav from Gem. 119b). The letter ‘7 
which prefixes the word mayam in that 
verse, indicates a definite article, ie., the 
Altar, and implies some exclusion -- 6, 
the requirement applies only to the Altar 
and not just any altar. Therefore, we 
exclude any altar except that of the 
Tabernacle and Temple (Rashi to 119b). 

[This mishnah obviously assumes that a 
built altar was necessary for offering at a 
private bamah, and that it rejects the view of 
R’ Shimon that one may offer up even on a 
rock or stone (see 13:3).] 

The language of the Rav (and Rashi) could 
lead one to assume that only the demarkation 
was not necessary, but that the requirements 
to apply the blood of some offerings to the 
lower and some to the upper half of the Altar 
is maintained even at a bamah. However, 
Rashi (to 119b s.v. (אבל קדשים‎ clearly indi- 
cates that one may throw the blood of an 
olah even upon the upper half of the bamah- 
altar. 


and washing the‏ — וְרְחוּץ oP‏ וְרְגְלִיִם. 
hands and feet.‏ 

[Washing of the hands and feet prior 
to the avodah was essential (see 2:1). It 
was not, however, necessary for avodah 
at a private bamah.] The Torah (Ex. 
30:20) states: ... and when they come to 
the Tent of Meeting they shall wash 
with water ... thereby excluding private 
bamos from. this requirement (Rav; 
Rambam Comm.). 

Our texts of the Gemara (119b) quote a 
different verse (Ex. 40:32): mann וּבְקַרְבָתֶם אֶל‎ 
wry, and when they approach the Altar 
they shall wash, as the source for the 
mishnah’s ruling. No doubt the exclusion of 
bamos is based on the use of the prefix הי‎ 
with nay [the Altar], as explained earlier in 
regard to the separation of blood. However, 
the verse quoted by Rav and Rambam 
appears in some manuscript editions of the 
Talmud and in Yalkut, as noted in Dikdukei 
Sofrim. 


There are yet one or two more points 
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בְּבָמָה - וְכְהוּן, וּבְגְדִי שָרַת, וּבְלִי mn nw‏ 
נִיחוחַ, וּמְחִיצָה בָּמִים, וְרחוּץ oP‏ וְרַגְלִים. Sax‏ 


זבחים 
יך/י 


יד אברהם 


pronoun ,אותֶם‎ them, at the end of the 
verse restricts this permission to them, 
16 animal offerings (Gem. 119b with 
Rashi). 

According to R’ Yehudah minchah- 
offerings are not permitted at any ba- 
mah, even at the communal one (Tos. 
119b s.v. pr)! 

The same Biblical inference which 
excludes minchah-offering also excludes 
bird offerings (Gem. 119b). 


and Kehunah,‏ — וְכִיהוּן, 

[This and the following listings are a 
continuation of the list of requirements 
which do not apply at a private bamah. 
R’ Yehudah’s statement was an interjec- 
tion into this list.] Even a non-Kohen 
may perform the avodah at a private 
bamah. The Torah states in regard to 
zerikah (Lev. 17:6): And the Kohen shall 
throw the blood upon the altar of 
HAsHEM at the entrance of the Tent of 
Meeting. Sifra (ad loc.) infers from this 
that only at the Altar in the Tent of 
Meeting is Kehunah essential (Rashi to 
119b; cf. Rav). 


sacred vestments,‏ — וּבְגְדִי שָרַת, 

[The person performing the avodah 
need not don the priestly vestments.] 
Once Kehunah is not necessary, the 
requirement to wear vestments has no 
application, since the requirement to 
wear them applies only to Kohanim. The 


1. It is, however, clear that the omer minchah 


Torah states in regard to the vestments 
(Ex. 29:30): ... the Kohen shall wear 
them... (Rav). 

A similar concept is expressed in the 
Gemara (17b) regarding the disqualification 
of avodah performed without the vestments. 
The Gemara derives from Biblical infer- 
ences”) that in regard to avodah the term 
Kohen is applied to a person of Aaron's seed 
only when he wears the vestments. ‘When 
their vestments are upon them their Kehunah 
is upon them’ (see comm. to 2:1 s.v. מחסר‎ 
.(בגדים‎ However, it can still be argued that 
besides being a prerequisite for Kehunah, the 
vestments are also a requirement per se, 0 
that even where Kehunah is not necessary 
there could be a need for vestments. Thus, a 
separate source is needed to establish the rule 
that vestments are not required a* a private 
bamah. 

The Gemara (119b) gives a different 
Biblical source for this law. The Torah 
says about the vestments that their pur- 
pose is (Ex. 28:43): ... to serve in the 
Wp, Sanctuary, implying that they are 
not necessary at 8 private bamah. 
Shoshanim LeDavid notes that Rav de- 
parts from the Gemara here and is at a 
loss to explain this. However, it is clear 
that Rav merely cited the Gemara as it 
appeared in his text. Dikdukei Sofrim 
notes that this variant text appears in 
some manuscript editions of the Talmud. 


sacred vessels,‏ — 31 שָרַת, 
(The avodah at a private bamah may‏ 


-offering was brought at Gilgal (see Kiddushin 


38a), and that the panim breads were present at Nov (see I Samuel 21:7). Tosafos (Shevuos 15a 
s.v. (אין‎ make note of this, and assert that these offerings were brought at communal bamos 
even according to R’ Yehudah; however, no reason is given for the distinction between these 
and other menachos. Har H aMoriah (to Beis HaBechirah 1:3) distinguishes between individual 
and communal minchah-offerings — the latter are brought at a communal bamah. According 


to this one can assume that the daily incense an 
communal bamah. See, however, Mishneh La 
(to 117a s.v. “) who make an argument agal 


d that of Yom Kippur were also brought at the 
Melech (to Korban Pesach 1:3) and Keren Orah 
nst Tosafos’ assumption, and suggest that R’ 


Yehudah’s exclusion of minchah may refer to private bamos only. 


2. The inferences cited in the Gemara 17b diffe 


Rav refers specifically to the Kohen Gadol. 


משניות / זבחים - פרק יד: פרת חטאת 


from that stated by Rav. The verse cited by‏ ז 
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[intent], nossar, and tamei, are the same for both. 
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stricture applies also to offerings sacri- 
ficed at a private bamah.] 


and tamei,‏ — וְהַטָּמָא, 

Although a non-Kohen may perform 
the avodah at a private bamah, one who 
is tamei may not (Rav, Rambam 
Comm. ). 


Alternatively, if the meat (or any 
offering part) becomes tamei, it is dis- 


qualified (Rashi). 


173) 7a OW — are the same for both. 
[The reason seems obvious. There is no 

Biblical inference to exclude bamah in 

regard to piggul, nossar, and tamei. | 


סליק מסכת זבחים 
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הזְּמן, וְהַגותֶר, וְהַטָמַא, Aa Pw‏ וּבָזֶה. 


זבחים 
yn‏ 


יד אברהט 


which distinguish private bamos from 
communal ones. (a) The avodah at a 
private bamah is valid even if performed 
while sitting (Gem. 16a); (b) an onein 
may not perform avodah at the Temple 
(see 2:1), but the Gemara (16a) speculates 
whether this restriction applies to a 
bamah as well and does not come to a 
conclusion (Tos. R’ Akiva). 


yor Sax — But, the [disqualification 
due to] time [intent], 


משניות / זבחים - פרק יד: פרת חטאת 


If one slaughters an offering with the 
intent to consume it beyond the time 
allotted to it, the entire offering is desig- 
nated piggul and disqualified (see comm. 
to 2:2). This disqualification applies even 
to offerings sacrificed at a private bamah 
(Rav; Rashi). 


nossar,‏ — וְהַגּוְתָר, 

[Every offering has a prescribed time 
during which it may be eaten, and after 
which the meat is disqualified. This 


[380] 








"4 


1 לא‎ iat 
ו ו‎ 
Lal ace el ו‎ + 
cial cay ae 
ה ול ו‎ 
\ ₪00 4% a ee 
4 


7 


61 5 









ane ca 0 ₪ 
, - . 


‘yay ל‎ 44 Up. 


0 \ 
2 4 
"ה‎ y 





4 ו . 


paw a ו‎ sat gd 


ו 
+ 


BM 
5OG 
5 


ממ | 


sake ,- THEOLOGY LIBRARY 
m V. Ja 


SCHOOL OF THEOLOGY 
AT CLAREMONT 
CLAREMONT, CALIFORNIA 
91711 


ROS TA he. 





.- 5 
> ae: 








